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The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. I am going to ask the committee to come to order. 

Prior to reading my prepared statement, I want to say to those who 
are here this morning and to the committee that it has been hard to 
get this bill up for consideration. There are many factors over which 
no one here has had control, in whole or in part. In case I should for- 

t later on, I want to compliment the Department, the Department of 

fense, and all other segments of the os Department, for the 
part you have played in assisting us in getting this bill before our 
committee, and also those Reserve segments who have been helpful in 
assisting us in bringing this matter to the full attention of the commit- 
tee and to the Con ‘ 

And also m sancoiaihinn. for the part all of us have played in 


keeping our c egy Mr. Vinson, thoroughly informed on all parts 


of this bill, and the difficulties we have all had in bringing it up. 

I want to say before I get into my prepared statement that this is 
not an easy undertaking. But we are all going into it with the same 
complete feeling; that is, mutual understanding and respect for each 
other and our divergent, if they are, points of view. 

That is the way we are going to approach this subject, because it is 
not easy. 

This morning our subcommittee will begin hearings on two bills, 
H.R. 7325 and H.R. 5803. These bills would make a number of sub- 
stantive and technical changes to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act 
of 1954. 

As a matter of preliminary background I would like to briefly dis- 
cuss the origin and purpose of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 
1954. 

Prior to 1942, there were but two statutes relating to the promotion 
of Reserve officers. That pertaining to Reserve officers of the Army 
was contained in section 37 of the National Defense Act of 1916, as 
amended, which stated : 

Promotions in all grades of officers * * * shall be made under such regulations 


as may be prescribed by the Secretary and shall be based * * * on recommenda- 
tions made in the established chain of command. 
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384066—59—No. 30——-1 





1976 


Sections 305 and 306 of the Naval Reserve Act of 1938 provided that 
officers may be in grades not above lieutenant commander except that 
a “small percentage” may be commissioned as rear admiral, captain, or 
commander. It was further provided that no officer may be appointed 
in a grade of commander or above except “upon the recommendation 
of a selection board.” 

Subsequently at the time of the enactment of the Armed Forces 
Reserve Act of 1952, an effort was made to include in its provisions 
specific details regarding the promotion of Reserve officers. How- 
ever, due to a variety of circumstances time did not permit the de- 
velopment of such provisions and instead there was enacted in section 
216(a) of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 a general provision 
stating in effect that the appropriate Secretary shall establish an 
adequate and equitable system for promotion of the members of the 
Reserve components in an active status. It also stated that promo- 
tion policies for Reserve officers insofar as practicable would parallel 
those provisions in effect in the Regular Establishment. 

At the time the Armed Forces Reserve Act was enacted, the House 
Armed Services Committee directed the Department of Defense to 
submit at the earliest possible date a Reserve promotion bill. As a 
result proposed legislation was submitted by the Department of De- 
fense and hearings commenced before the House Armed Services 
Committee on May 27, 1953. After very extensive hearings, the bill 
entitled the “Reserve Officer Personnel Act” was reported by this com- 
mittee on July 29, 1953, and subsequently p the House. Our 
colleagues in the other body approved the action of our subcommittee 
with practically no change oat the bill was signed by the President 
and enacted into law on September 3, 1954. The bulk of its pro- 
visions were made effective on July 1, 1955. 

At the time of the enactment of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act 
of 1954, this committee recognized that it undoubtedly would have 
numerous defects which would eventually appear in the process of 
administration. And that is true of any new complicated law. It 
has to work and then you find out what shortcomings may not have 
been anticipated, and as a result of the practical application amend- 
ments become necessa 





As a consequence, ‘the committee enjoined the Department of De- 
fense to casstlly observe the effect of the various provisions of 
ROPA with the view toward preparing any recommended chan 
that would insure the equitable application and administration of its 
provisions. 

No significant changes have been made in the Reserve Officer Per- 
sonnel Act since its enactment. Therefore, our hearings today on 
these bills recommending changes to ROPA are most significant, as I 
said before, since they will provide the committee for the first time an 
opportunity to review the operation and effectiveness of the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act. 

I will not attempt to summarize in detail the changes recommended 
by both of the bills under consideration. Suffice it to say, however, 
that both are basically designed to provide changes to ROPA which 
would accelerate in many cases the promotion of Reserve officers at- 
tached to units of the Army, Air Force, and National Guard, as well 
as numerous other technical changes. 
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It is my intention, and I am sure the intention of every member of 
this subcommittee, during the course of these hearings to fully explore 
the merits of each of the changes recommended in these bills I have 
referred to. In addition, the subcommittee will inquire into numer- 
ous other areas of criticism which have been called to the committee’s 
attention in connection with the administration of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act. 

With that preliminary background I feel that we are now prepared 
to receive testimony on this legislation, and I understand our first 
witness this morning will be the distinguished Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve, the Honorable 
Charles C. Finucane. 

I think it is Personnel and Reserve, isn’t it, Mr. Finucane? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I will have nothing else to say, other than to tell you, 
Mr. Finucane, we are very glad to have you. 

If you will come forward and bring anybody whom you like, we 
will see if we can’t get into this. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Before we do—have a seat, Mr. Secretary. 

Before we do, our distinguished colleague, General Anderson, has 
something he wants to put in the record, or something to say. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman—yes, sir. I first would like to ex- 
press my appreciation to the chairman of our subcommittee and to 
the chairman of the full committee for arranging these hearings and 
this consideration of ROP A. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, may I say that the senior commanders 
of the U.S. Army Reserve are organized into a group which is called 
the Senior Reserve Commanders Association of the U.S. Army. And 
that includes the commanding generals of all the general officer com- 
mands in the United States, together with their chiefs of staff and 
other senior officers of the U.S. Army Reserve, who are occupying 
general officers positions in the Army Reserve structure. 

And at the last meeting of this group, held at Fort Leavenworth 
on the 5th of this current month, a resolution was adopted pertaining 
to proposed amendments of ROPA. 

As one who is privileged to be the president of that group of senior 
officers of the U.S. Army Reserve, I am privileged, Mr. Chairman, to 
present that resolution for the record. 

And may I summarize by saying that after considerable discussion 
of the same amendments that I presume we will be considering at this 
hearing, our group felt that the most important one pertained to the 
forced retirement of many of our Reserve officers presently active in 
the Reserve. 

And this resolution asks—if I may quote only the last clause: 

The Congress be urged to amend the Reserve Officers Personnel Act, as it 
pertains to compulsory retirement, by deleting “July 1, 1960” as the date on 
which forced retirement becomes effective, and substituting therefor “July 1, 
1962,” and that other inequities in the bill be eliminated. 

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that the resolution be printed at this 
point in the record. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 
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(The resolution referred to is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION 


To the Honorable Members of the Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the United States and to the Armed Services Committees of the Congress: 


Whereas the Reserve Officers Personnel Act of 1954, as amended, provides for 
the retirement of officer personnel at designated maximum ages in combination 
with designated total years of service effective July 1, 1960; and 

Whereas the present world situation is uncertain and there is dire need for ex- 
perienced officer personnel ; and 

Whereas the implementation of this provision of the Reserve Officers Per- 
sonnel Act will remove combat experienced officers from key positions which 
have the immediate effect of seriously impairing the present command and staff 
structure of Reserve units: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, by the Senior Reserve Commanders Association of the Army of the 
United States in annual meeting assembled at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., on 
May 5, 1959, That the Congress be urged to amend the Reserve Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1954 as it pertains to compulsory retirement by deleting July 1, 
1960, and substituting therefore July 1, 1962, and that other inequitiies in the 
bill be eliminated. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Secretary, we will be pleased to hear from 
you. You may proceed as you care to and in any way you want to. 

Secretary Frvucane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is also a great 

rivilege and epee for me to come here and appear before you. 
i appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you today in sup- 
port of H.R. 7325, which is designed to bring up to date the pro- 
visions of law pertaining to the “promotion, precedence, constructive 
credit, distribution, retention, and elimination of officers of the reserve 
components of the Armed Forces.” 

As you know, the provisions of law which we propose to amend 
here were originally enacted as the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 
1954, commonly called “ROPA.” When ROPA was enacted, I be- 
lieve it was recognized that there were certain deficiencies and ad- 
ministrative problems that would be encountered in the implementa- 
tion of the law. Indeed, as you said, Mr. Chairman, this happens in 
nearly every new law. However, the Department of Defense Jecided 
to evaluate carefully the operation of ROPA for 1 full year to de- 
termine whether or not any amendments to it were advisable. I can 
say that all of the services have diligently adhered to that decision 
and have implemented the provisions of ROPA to the extent of the 
letter and spirit of the law. 

The Reserve Officer Personnel Act has proven itself to be a good law 
and has generally accomplished the purposes for which it was de- 
signed. The proposed amendments which are to be presented here 
today may seem extensive and complicated, and indeed they are. 
There are many separate changes to various sections of the law. Most 
of them are minor in nature, but are included in this bill in order that 
the law will be an even more effective instrument. 

I will not relate here the detail of the various amendments. The 
principal changes are outlined in the letter to the S er which trans- 
mitted our proposal to the Congress. These and the other provisions 
will be covered in detail by other witnesses later in this presentation. 

It may appear that an exceptionally long time has been taken to de- 
velop this legislation and I wish to express appreciation to the mem- 


bers of this committee for their natience in this matter. The estab- 
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lishment of policies in connection with the administration of Reserve 
forces is always a time-consuming matter, and in the case of this par- 
ticular legislative proposal, the Department of Defense and the mili- 
rans departments found it to be especially true. 

n preparing this legislative item, it was determined that the re- 
servists would participate in all stages of development. The pro- 
ene and ea were subjected to exhaustive staffing and 

ave been reviewed and rereviewed by the Reserve policy committees 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force and by the Reserve Fences Policy 
Board within the Office of the Secretary of Defense. This process has 
resulted, in my opinion, in a group of amendments that will increase 
the effectiveness of ROPA. 

All four services have devoted a great deal of careful effort to de- 
veloping this legislative proposal. As already mentioned, our experi- 
ence in implementing ROPA has convinced us that, generally speak- 
ing, it is a good law—a beneficial law. It has given to our Reserve 
officers an established system for their promotion and career pro- 
gression. We all agree that the reservist, as a patriotic citizen and 
important member of our armed services, 1s entitled to such a system 
and that it should provide for the greatest degree of equity among all 
active reservists and between the Reserve and Regular officer. In de- 
veloping the basis for a personnel system, which ROPA is designed 
to do, we must bear in mind the purpose for which the Reserve Forces 
are created. This purpose was ably stated in section 201 of the Armed 
Forces Reserve Act of 1952. May I take the liberty of quoting from 
that passage : 

The Congress hereby declares that the Reserve components of the Armed 
Forces of the United States are maintained for the purpose of providing trained 
units and qualified individuals to be available for active duty * * * in time of 
war or national emergency. 

It is in this light that we approached the task of developing the 
necessary amendments to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. As you 
study our proposals, you will find that no major changes are being 
made to the basic structure of ROPA. Rather, you will find that the 
proposals are aimed at bringing ROPA up to date and correcting cer- 
tain deficiencies and inequities that could not have been foreseen when 
ROPA was originally developed. We recognize that there are prob- 
able many more improvements which might have been presented to 
you at this time. However, these further revisions are still under 
study within the executive department. When these matters are re- 
solved, we will bring them to you for your consideration. 

So far I have spoken to you in broad terms as to the approach and 
methods used in developing these amendments to ROPA. I would 
like, next, to address myself to the principles and concepts involved, 
in the light of the services’ own experience and what we believe to be 
the will of Congress, expressed in large part by this committee. 

First, promotions serve two primary, equally important purposes; 
one, to fill the grade requirements of the various services; and, two, to 
afford a reasonable progression for officers throughout their career; 
either Reserve or active duty. 

Second, a promotion system cannot stand by itself. Other per- 
sonnel actions must be considered. This committee expressed this 
point very clearly in the report on the bill which became the Armed 
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Forces Reserve Act of 1952 when it stated—and I quote your state- 
ments: 

The subjects of precedence or seniority in grade, attrition, or the manner in 
which vacancies are created to provide opportunity for promotion, distribution 


in grade, or the allocation of billets among the several grades and constructive 
credit or credit for nonmilitary attainments are an integral part of any promo- 


tion system. * * * 
Third, a promotion system must be an equitable system and since 
rves are so much an integral part of the entire Military Establish- 
ment there must exist a considerable degree of relationship or paral- 
lelism between the Regular and Reserve systems. 

Again, these principles were well summed up in section 216 of the 
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. Actually, section 216 was the 
rib from which ROPA was created. To us, this section of law is 
particularly significant as it expresses to us the clear intent and will 


of Congress. 


I have that section reproduced on a chart. 


{Excerpt Public Law 476, 82d Congress, sec. 216(a) (Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952)] 


The appropriate Secretary shall establish an adequate and equitable system 


for the promotion of members of the reserve components in an active status. 
Such promotion system shall, insofar as practicable, be similar to that provided 


for members of the Regular component of the appropriate Armed Force of the 
United States. Promotion policies for officers of the reserve components shall 
be based upon the mobilization requirements of the appropriate Armed Force of 
the United States in order to provide qualified officers in each grade, at ages 
suitable to their assignments and in numbers commensurate with mobilization 


needs. In order that vigorous reserve forces may be maintained, necessary 
leadership encouraged, and a steady flow of promotion provided, such promotion 


systems shall provide for forced attrition to the extent necessary. 
We see, as the cardinal principles in that provision, the following: 

1. It shall be an equitable system for all active reservists. 

2. It shall be similar to that for Regulars. 

3. It shall be based on mobilization requirements. 

4. It shall provide qualified officers in each grade at ages suitable 
for their assignments. And, finally, 

5. It shall provide necessary forced attrition. 

We found that ROPA, to an unusual degree, met the requirements 
set forth therein. As a result, we have tried to develop the necessary 
amendments within that same framework. 

Before closing I would like to mention a few matters which we have 
discovered to be special problems of the Reserve forces as they affect 
the promotion or career planning of Reserve officers. Rather than 
special problem areas, they might better be described as areas that are 
peculiar to the Reserve forces and which do not exist with the 
Regulars. 

Among them is the geographical problem. In the Reserve, a unit or 
organization has to be tied to a geographic area. The primary con- 
sideration in locating a Reserve organization is to place it in a locality 
where there is a manpower resource capable of supporting the unit. 
This, of course, means that the only people available are those within 
what might be called a commuting distance. This commuting dis- 
tance is variable, depending on the type of unit or even on the kind 
of a position in the organization. Nevertheless, there exists a severe 
limitation on the manning of Reserve organizations that must neces- 
sarily affect promotion policies. 
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There is also another factor. That is that ROPA must take within 


its scope three different categories of reservists: (1) Reserve officers on 
extended active duty; (2) those in the Ready Reserve; and finally 
(3) those in the Standby Reserve. In addition, the Army and the 
Air Force have Reserve officers of the Ready Reserve who are mem- 
bers of the National Guard, subject to the laws and regulations of 
the appropriate State government. These factors complicate pro- 
motion planning, particularly in view of the fact that there is a con- 
stant and roti ad flow of officers between the various categories 
of reservists. 

This bill has acquired the reputation as being very complicated 
and difficult to understand. As a matter of fact, it is a bulky package 
and contains a number of heterogeneous provisions. That is the size 
of it, right there. 

This of course, is typical of an omnibus bill. Frankly, there are a 
number of the proposals that are relatively minor in nature. By 
themselves, we would not have sought separate legislation in each case. 
But together they add up to a group of amendments that will, in the 
long run, simplify the administration of the law. 

After the witnesses from the services have made their statements, 
it is proposed to present this bill to you in a manner that will give 
you a clear picture of what the various proposals are intended to 
accomplish. When that presentation is made, I am sure you will be 
a a very fine position to consider the bill in such detail as you may 

esire. 

I would like to say one thing more, and that is on the subject of 
uniformity. We have constantly been aware of the requirement for 
uniformity in procedural matters affecting Reserve officers, but we 
found from experience that there were two kinds of uniformity we 
had to consider. The first is uniformity between the administration 
of Reserve and Regular officers of the same service; the second is uni- 
formity between the administration of the Reserve officers of the 
several or different services. It is felt that the achievement of the 
former type of uniformity should have priority over the latter. Fur- 
thermore, special procedures were sometimes found necessary because 
of the inherent differences in each armed force which result from 
variations in their mission, requirements, structure, and tradition. 
These differences which are quite evident in the law as originally en- 
acted are also reflected to a degree in the amendments being proposed. 
Nevertheless, the requirement for an optimum degree of uniformity 
was one of the principles by which each proposal to amend ROPA 
was evaluated. 

With this introduction, I wish to recommend favorable consideration 
of this bill by this committee. The Department of Defense is con- 
vinced that H.R. 7325 will help to assure the better administration 
of our Reserve components, which are an essential and integral part of 
our Armed Forces. 

Thank you very much for your attention, Mr. Chairman, and mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, I have one or two questions I would like 
to ask you before I ask you if you would mind other members of the 
committee asking a few questions. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, indeed, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. Because we don’t want to take too much of your time. 
On page 3, at the top of the page, that paragraph beginning: 

It is in this light that we approached the task of developing the necessary 
amendments— 


and you refer to that admonition which was stated in the act of 1952, 
that 


Congress hereby declares that the Reserve components of the Armed Forces are 
maintained for the purpose of providing trained units and qualified individuals 
to be available for active duty in time of war or national emergency. 

Going back to the effective date of this act ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrvers. And back to 1952, also? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Can it be safely said that hardly anybody could con- 
jecture at that time the extent of extended active duty which a reservist 
might be required to perform ? 

Sectetairy Finucane. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Rrvers. That, in itself, would show that there was a difficulty 
in administering that law, a new law, with the uniformity which you 
strive to achieve, from your testimony—and we, of course, are positive 
that you did, that you strived 

Secretary Fryucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Between the Reserve officer and the Active officer. 
Because side by side, those on extended active duty were with regu- 
lars, and they don’t know how long they will be on active duty ? 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. And we find now that this emergency will last during 
our lifetime. We will either raise the ceiling on the Regular forces 
or accept the way of life now, that we are going to have a large Re- 
serve on active duty, as long as we can conjecture. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Don’t you think that is safe-—— 

Secretary Frnucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So that, in itself, would make the administration of 
this new law even more difficult ? 

Secretary Frnucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Because you have the Active Reserve and the Standb 
Reserve, right there, which includes, of course, the National Guard. 

Secretary Frnucane. The National Guard; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. When I say “Reserve,” I mean the whole group of them, 
and so do you? 

Secretary Frnvucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rrvers. So when we refer to this new law which we now find is 
necessary to reevaluate, reappraise, and amend, we have to take into 
consideration the things which we couldn’t foresee at that time? 

Secretary Frnucane. Correct, Mr. Chairman. Indeed, in my opin- 
ion, Mr. Chairman, the committee did a remarkable job in having so 
few things that need to be changed in the bill which was passed in 
1955. 

Mr. Rrvers. I think it is—— 

Secretary Frnucane. A great compliment to the committee. 

Mr. Rivers. It is a great compliment to the committee. And I am 
glad to say that we have a member of this subcommittee now, in 
which those old hands then labored. 
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Secretary Fryucane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. You will note the large membership here this morning. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Our committee has had excellent attendance. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Which indicates the great interest of all members of 
the committee. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. The least informed one, I would say, of the whole 
roup is probably the chairman. But we do have people like Mr. Van 
andt and Mr. Bray and Mr. Winstead and General Anderson, and 
these other people, who will keep me on my toes and remind me that 
I have to burn a little midnight oil. 

But I want to say this: Mr. Brooks and his committee did a fine 
job. 

Secretary Frnucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What I want to say, Mr. Secretary, is this: I won’t 
take any more of your time. I am glad you recognize that we have to 
strive for parallelism between the Regular and the Reserve. 

Secretary Frnucanr. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That is difficult. 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. And I recognize your problem down the street. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We know there is a department known as the Bureau of 
the Budget. As chairman of this committee, I have to be more re- 
strained than I do when I take my position as an unimportant member 
of the full committee. I can’t say things I would like to sometimes 
about what transpires. But I know you have had difficulty, and I 
know the services have had difficulty. But we are here now. 

And Mr. Vinson has been urging this bill to be sent up. He has 
told us he wants us to work hard and get something out. He is vitally 
interested. 

Secretary Frnucane. I know it. 

Mr. Rivers. I won’t ask any more questions. 

I want to compliment you on a fine statement. 

Secretary Finucane. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It is well written. It is very comprehensive. And it 
is written in a manner so each of us can understand it. I want to 
thank you very much. 

I have no more questions at the moment. 

Mr. Winstead, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Winsteap. I don’t think so. 

I notice on page 6 you say: 

We found there were two kinds of uniformity we had to consider. The first 
is uniformity between the administration of Reserve and Regular officers of 
the same service. 

You say that is most important. Can you give us a little explana- 
tion of the differences? I realize the difference. The Army Reserve 
is training for a unit ready for action as a unit. The Navy and the 
Air Force, since World War II, have recognized the necessity for 
training individuals. 
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Is that your main problem, of trying to get uniformity within the 
various branches there, say the Army Reserve, the Air Force Re- 
serve, and the Navy Reserve ? 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Winstead, the promotion systems and the 
customs of the three services are very, very different. Particularly 
the Navy differs very much from the Army and the Air Force, which 
are more similar. And we are going to address our attention to that 
this year, I believe, sir. 

So we are not seeking uniformity between services for uniformity’s 
sake. We would like to have them as near as possible, of course, be- 
cause it makes people much happier if they are all working under 
the same rules. 

We find in our promotion systems, for example, that a Navy ad- 
miral may have an advantage over an Army general, and yet a Navy 
captain may have some disadvantages compared to an army colonel, 
and things of that nature. I don’t say they are severe. 

Mr. Winsteap. Equal so far as equal responsibility is concerned ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. But you have a different problem in each one of the 
services ? 

Secretary Finucane. But our No. 1 priority is to have our Re- 
serve officer in the Army and our National Guard officer in the Army 
have the same rights, privileges, and protections, and so forth and 
so on, as the Regular t gel officer. That is the No. 1 priority. If 
we sy achieve that then our No. 2 priority is to get the services closer 
together. 

Mr. Wiwnsreap. I don’t believe I have any further questions, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. I have a lot. But I want the committee to have full 
opportunity. 

Mr. Van Zandt, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in compliment- 
ing the Secretary for this fine statement. 

Now, it is my understanding, Mr. Secretary, that we are going to 
review here as we give consideration to these proposed amendments, 
the entire Reserve structure of our military ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, Mr. Van Zandt if you desire. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. With that in mind, on page 2 you talk about the 
proposals— 

* * * counterproposals were subjected to exhaustive staffing and have been 
reviewed and re-reviewed by the Reserve policy committees— 
and so forth and so on. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Are we to assume that you took into consideration 
the thinking of the various Reserve organizations? 

Secretary Finucane. At every step. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Like the ROA and the Marines and Air Force 
Association, and others; they sat in, did they ? 

Secretary Finucane. At every step, Mr. Van Zandt, they have been 
informally consulted. I can’t say they were actually called in. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. But they did not sit in? 

Secretary Finucane. I can’t say that they exactly sat at the table. 
But we certainly are well aware of their feelings and we speak back 
and forth to each other daily. And then in the Reserve Forces Policy 








SU fy eR aE a IOC 











~ ai ana. Poe 














1985 


Board they are represented, which—indeed, the Reserve Forces Pol- 
icy Board, I think, was established by law and is an arm of the Con- 
ee So that everybody has been heard on these matters, Mr. Van 
Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. What part did the Reserve Forces Policy Board 
play in this? 

Secretary Finucane. They have reviewed it and approved our 
original program, as we originally sent it up. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Do saa hae the composition of this Board ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir; Ihave. I don’t know whether I can 
supply it to you at the moment. But I know Mr. Milton, who has 
been the Chairman of it, could probably say who is on the Reserve 
Forces Policy Board. 

Secretary Minton. Mr. Finucane, I only acted as Chairman once or 
twice. 

Secretary Finucane. Well 

Secretary Miuron. I think I probably can pretty well give you the 
Army members—if that is what you want. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. I would like to have the composition of the Board. 

Secretary Finucane. We will give it to you. 

Secretary Mitron. There are representatives of the Army, Navy, 
Air Force, Marine Corps, and the Coast Guard, sir. 

Secretary Finucane. And the ROTC and educational institutions. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Could you furnish for the record the names of the 
officers who represent these various services on the Board? 

Secretary Miiron. We certainly can. We will do that right away, 
sir. 

Secretary Finucane. We can. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say Secretary Milton will be the next witness. 
If you can wait—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Well, Mr. Milton will speak only for the Army. 
We are now talking about the Reserve Forces Policy Board. 

Secretary Finucane. I thought it would facilitate the matter if he 
could give it to you this minute. 

We will give you the names of the members and who they repre- 
sent. There are 20 of them. 





COMPOSITION OF THE RESERVE Forces Poticy Boarp 


Office of the Secretary of Defense, March 1959 
Chairman: 
Hon. John Slezak. 
Military executive: 
Rear Adm. I. M. McQuiston, USNR. 
Department of the Army: 
Hon. Dewey Short, Assistant Secretary of the Army (M.P. & R.F.) 
Maj. Gen. John W. Bowen, USA, Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve 
Components, USA. 
Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, NGUS, the adjutant general of Massachu- 
setts. 
Maj. Gen. Carl L. Phinney, NGUS, commanding general, 36th Infantry 
Division, Texas National Guard. 
Maj. Gen. Clyde E. Dougherty, USAR, commanding general, 70th Infantry 
Division, USAR. 
Maj. Gen. Frederick Warren, USAR, Office, Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(M.P. & R.F.). 
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Department of the Navy: 
Hon. Richard Jackson, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (P.& R.F.). 
Rear Adm. Robert T. S. Keith, USN, Assistant Chief of Naval Operations 
(Naval Reserve). 
Rear Adm. David S. Ingalls, USNR. 
Rear Adm. Leon J. Jacobi, USNR. 
Col. John L. Winston, USMCR. 
Col. George E. Tomlinson, USMCR. 
Department of the Air Force: 
Hon. Malcolm A. MacIntyre, Under Secretary of the Air Force. 
Maj. Gen. Richard A. Grussendorf, USAF, Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Reserve Forces, USAF. 
Maj. Gen. Theron B. Herndon, USAFR. 
Maj. Gen. Stanford W. Gregory, ANGUS. 
Brig. Gen. Philip P. Ardery, ANGUS. 
Brig. Gen. Kenneth Stiles, USAFR. 
Coast Guard : 
Rear Adm. Richard M. Ross, USCG, Chief of the Office of Personnel, Coast 
Guard Headquarters. 


BIOGRAPHIES OF MEMBERS OF THE RESERVE ForcEs Poticy BoarpD, Marcu 1959 


HON. JOHN SLEZAK 


Appointed Chairman, Reserve Foree Policy Board, October 3, 1957. 

Home address: 711 West State, Sycamore, Ill. 

Born: Stara Tura, Czechoslovakia, April 18, 1896. 

Education: B.S., University of Wisconsin. 

Occupation: Corporation executive. 

Military service: Enlisted in U.S. Army in September 1918. Assigned to Rock 
Island (Ill.) Arsenal, in charge of a department in the small arms division. 
Was separated from the Army in January 1919. Accepted an appointment as 
second lieutenant, Ordnance, ORC, September 12, 1924, and served various short 
tours of active duty, including assignments in the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Army (Training Division and Machine Tools Division). In World 
War II he was ordered to active duty on February 26, 1942, as a major, U.S. 
Army. He helped organize the Machine Tool Division of the Army-Navy Muni- 
tions Board. Promoted to lieutenant colonel August 20, and Colonel March 3, 
1948, serving as district chief, Chicago Ordnance District. Relieved from active 
duty April 4, 1946. 

Awards: Legion of Merit, American Theater Ribbon, and the Victory Medal. 


REAR ADM. IRVING M. M’QUISTON, USN 


Originally appointed member of RFPB September 1949. Appointed military 
executive, Reserve Forces Policy Board, June 1950. 

Home address: Woodley Park Towers, 2737 Devonshire Place NW., Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Born : Waltham, Mass., June 27, 1895. 

Education: Allen Preparatory School, West Newton, Mass., attended MIT. 

Occupation: Vice president and general manager of the Alfred Hale Rubber 
Co., of Boston, 1923-32. 

Military service: Entered Naval Reserve May 11, 1917, for flight training, 
designated a naval aviator and commissioned an Ensign in July 1918. Partici- 
pated in the establishment of the first Naval Reserve Aviation Base at Squantun, 
Mass., in 1923. Called to active duty in 1930 to set up and administer a long- 
range Naval Air Reserve program. During World War II, Director of Progress 
Division, Bureau of Aeronautics, Director of Aviation Progess, Office Chief of 
Naval Opertions, also senior member of the Continuing Board to Inspect and 
Review the Adequacy of Aviation Shore Facilities to Support Flier and Sea 
Frontier Air Forces. Appointed in April 1946 by the Secretary of the Navy to 
formulate a plan for integrating the administration of the Naval Reserve into 
the Naval Establishment. 

Appointed member Reserve Forces Policy Board September 1949 and in June 
1950 was assigned as military executive of the Board in which capacity he now 
serves. 
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Awards: Legion of Merit, Victory Medal, American Defense Service Medal, 
American Campaign Medal, World War II Victory Medal, National Defense 
Service Medal, Naval Reserve Medal with Bronze Star. 


HON. DEWEY SHORT 


Designated Army Secretary member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board Jan- 
uary 22, 1959. 

Home address : 2811 34th Place NW., Washington 7, D.C. 

Born: April 7, 1898, Galena, Mo. 

Education: Marionville College, Missouri, 1917; Baker University AB, 1919, 
and Boston University STB, 1922. Studied under Frank D. Howard Fellowship 
at Berlin, Heidelberg, and Oxford Universities from 1922 to 1924. Studied law 
at Harvard from 1925 to 1926. 

Occupation: Professor of psychology and moral and political philosophy at 
Southwestern College for 3 years and occupied the pulpit at Grace Methodist 
Church, Springfield, Mo., in 1927. Entered politics in 1929 and was elected to 
U.S. Congress. Served from 1929 to 1931 as a member of the 71st Congress and 
from 1935 to 1957 as Representative of the Seventh Missouri District. During 
his 24 years in Congress he was for 22 years a member of the House Military 
Affairs and Armed Services Committee and during the 83d Congress (1954-55) 
was chairman of the House Armed Services Committee. On March 15, 1957, he 
was sworn in as ASA (CMA) and on January 22, 1959, designated as ASD 
(MP&RF). 

He is a Methodist, a Mason, a Legionnaire, a member of Delta Tau Delta, Pi 
Gamma Mu, and the Lion’s Club. 


MAJ. GEN. JOHN W. BOWEN, USA 


Designated Army Regular member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board January 
2, 1958. 

Home address: Quarters 23A, Fort Myers, Va. 

Born: July 3, 1910, Zamboanga, P.I. 

Education: George Military Academy, 1928; U.S. Military Academy, 1932; 
National War College, 1948-49. 

Military service: Private, enlisted Reserve 1927-28; USMA 1928-32; commis- 
sioned second lieutenant infantry 1982; company officer 1932-41; battalion com- 
mander, 26th Infantry Regiment, 1st Infantry Division, 1942-43; CO 26th 
Infantry Regiment, 1st Infantry Division through Tunisian and Sicilian cam- 
paigns; Operations Division WDGS 1944-45; Office, Military Aid to the Presi- 
dent 1945; Secretary, WDGS and DAGS, 1945-48; planner, Caribbean Command 
1949-51; faculty member, NWC 1951-53; Deputy Chief of Staff for Administra- 
tion, Eighth Army, Korea, 1953-54; ACofS J-3, Far Bast Command 1955-56; 
assistant division commander, 101st Airborne Division, 1956; commanding gen- 
eral 82d Airborne Division 1956-58. 

Awards: DSM w/OLC; SS w/OLC; LM; Bronze Star; Combat Infantryman 
and Senior Parachutist. 


MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM H. HARRISON, NGUS 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board March 28, 1957. 

Home address: 10 Jamaicaway, Jamaica Plain 30, Mass. 

Born: Roxbury, Mass., April 16, 1897. 

Education: Fisher Business College and Northeastern School of Accounting. 

Occupation: Adjutant general, State of Massachusetts. 

Military service: World War II, entered service in July 1942 and was assigned 
as port quartermaster, Glascow, Scotland. Appointed operations officer, fifth 
major port, France, 1944. Director of operations, port of Antwerp, in Novem- 
ber 1944 and deputy port commander, port of Antwerp, in August 1945. Re- 
leased from active duty June 1946. 

Awards: Bronze Star Medal, Legion of Merit, Distinguished Service Medal. 


MAJ. GEN. CARL L. PHINNEY, NGUS 


Appointed member Reserve Forces Policy Board January 23, 1957. 
Home address: 4204 Shenandoah Avenue, Dallas, Tex. 

Born: October 22, 1904. 

Education: LL.B., University of Texas, 1947. 





1988 





Occupation: Lawyer. 

Military service: World War II, commanding officer 111th Quartermaster 
Regiment and Division Quartermaster, October 21, 1941, to September 19, 1948 ; 
Division G-4, September 20, 1948, to August 1944; served in PTO until De- 
cember 1945. Post World War II assistant division commander, 36th Infantry 
Division, Texas National Guard, December 1945 to March 1, 1953; CG, 36th 
Infantry Division, TNG, March 2, 1953, to date. Federally recognized briga- 
dier general July 29, 1948, major general May 28, 1953. 

Awards: Silver Star, Legion of Merit, Commendation Ribbon. 


MAJ. GEN. CLYDE E. DOUGHERTY, USAR 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board March 19, 1958. 

Home address: 15861 Mendota, Detroit 38, Mich. 

Born: March 11, 1902. 

Education: Wayne University, Michigan, 1923. 

Occupation: Assessor, city of Detroit, Mich.; civil defense director, Detroit, 
Mich. 

Military service: Appointed second lieutenant January 5, 1924, major gen- 
eral December 8, 1954. Duty assignments during World War II included ad- 
jutant, Michigan Military Area Headquarters, assistant G-4, Headquarters 
Second Army, executive officer Sixth Engineers Battalion; division engineer, 
100th Infantry Division, engineering officer, XII Corps, real estate officer, OCE, 
TSFET, released from active duty July 18, 1946. (Reserve duty) acting divi- 
sion commander, 21st Armored Division, commanding general, 21st Armored 
Division, commanding general, 70th Infantry Division, his present assignment. 

Awards: Legion of Merit, Bronze Star Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, Euro- 
pean Theater with Four Battle Stars, Legion of Honor (France), Croix de 
Guerre with Two Palms (France), Croix de Chene, officer grade (Luxembourg), 
Croix de Guerre (Luxembourg), Order of the Fatherland (Russia), and the 
Croix de Guerre with Palm (Belgium). 


MAJ. GEN. FREDERICK M. WARREN, USAR 


Appointed member Reserve Forces Policy Board August 7, 1957. 

Address: River House, 1111 Army/Navy Drive, Arlington, Va. 

Born : Newport, Ky., August 23, 1903. 

Education : University of Cincinnati (LLB) 1935. 

Occupation : County Judge, Campbell County, Ky. 

Military service: S-2, S-3, 106 Sep CA Bn to December 1941; Assistant G-4, 
Headquarters 3rd Army to September 1942; S-2, S-3, 1st Battalion, 43d Regi- 
ment, 12th Armored Division; Battalion Commander 1st Battalion, 43d Regi- 
ment and 779th Tank Battalion to November 1948. Assistant Headquarters 
commandant, 9th Army to December 1944. Executive officer and acting com- 
mander headquarters, Reserve Commandant, 7th Armed Division to April 1945. 
Tank Unit Commander, executive officer, 9th Armed Group to August 1945. Bat- 
talion Commander, 1st Battalion, 273d Infantry to September 1945. Relieved 
from active duty March 3, 1946. Commanding officer, 397th Parachute Infantry 
(USAR) to December 1947. Chief of Staff, 100th Airborne Division, USAR, to 
February 1948. Acting commanding officer, then commanding general 100th 
Infantry Division, USAR to date. Served as member of Army General Staff 
Committee on Army Reserve Policy from April 24, 1953, to April 27, 1956. 

Awards: Silver Star, Bronze Star, Medal with first and second Oak Leaf 
Cluster, Combat Infantryman Badge, French Croix de Guerre, Order of the 
Army Corps with Silver Gilt Star. 


HON. RICHARD JACKSON 


Designated Navy Secretary member Reserve Forces Policy Board September 
17, 1957. 

Home address: 2948 Garfield Terrace NW., Washington, D.C. 

Born : Medford, Mass., December 28, 1910. 

Education: Phillips Academy, Andover, Mass., Dartmouth College, Columbia 
University Law School. E 

Occupation: General counsel, legal staff, Boston & Maine Railroad, Boston, 
Mass. Admitted to Massachusetts State Bar 1946, New York State Bar, 1938. 
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Military service: USN, Officer Training School, Quonset Point, R.I., 1943. 
Naval Training School, Hollywood Beach, Fla. (instructor and staff officer) 
1944. Assistant counsel to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Materiel) 
1944-46. Released to inactive duty with rank of lieutenant commander, March 
1946. 

REAR ADM. BOBERT T. 8. KEITH, USN 


Designated Navy Regular member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board March 
18, 1959. 

Home address : 502 McLean Street, Fairfax, Va. 

Born: Washington, D.C., May 19, 1905. 

Education: Stuyvesant School, Warrenton, Va.; Severn School, Severna Park, 
Md.; U.S. Naval Academy. 

Military service: Graduated USNA and commissioned ensign on June 7, 1928. 
Subsequently advanced in rank, to selection for rank of rear admiral July 17, 
1956, with date of rank August 1, 1956. Following graduation in 1928 he re- 
mained for the summer course in aviation, reporting in September aboard the 
U.S.S. Utah. In October 1930 transferred to U.S.S. Arizona, and in March 
1932 for duty in U.S.S. Overton. Assigned as communication officer of U.S.S. 
Nitro May 1934 to May 1935, then ordered to postgraduate school to attend the 
course in general line. June 1936 to May 1937 assigned to the Naval Observa- 
tory, Washington, D.C., as instructor in time service. Joined staff of Com- 
mander Base Force, U.S.E. Argonne, flagship as aide and flag lieutenant until 
June 1939 when he reported as gunnery officer of the U.S.S. Aylwin. Returned 
to the Naval Academy in July 1941 for duty in the executive department until 
August 1943, and after completing instructions at the West Coast Sound School, 
assumed command on December 10, 1943, of the U.S.S. Nicholas. Assigned again 
briefly to the East Coast Sound School prior to assuming command of the U.S.S. 
Herbert J. Thomas. Commanded Destroyer Division Seventeen, U.S.S. Turner, 
flagship from July 1945 to May 1946 interspersed with duty in command of 
Destroyer Squadron Three, U.S.S. Frank Knoa, flagship. Returned to United 
States, served in the Bureau of Naval Personnel until June 1949 when he became 
commander, Fleet Training Group and Underwater Training Element, Pearl 
Harbor, T.H. Served as secretary of the Academic Board and aide to the 
superintendent, USNA from April 1950 to June 1953, when he became chief of 
staff and aide to the Commander Destroyer Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet. In- 
April 1954 became commandant of midshipmen, USNA, and from September 
1956 to August 1957 was in command of Destroyer Flotilla Two. He next served 
as commander naval base, Subic Bay, Luzon, P.I., and in November 1958 was 
designated ACNO (Naval Operations) Navy Department. 

Awards: Legion of Merit with two gold stars, each with Combat “V”; Amer- 
ican Defense Service Medal, Fleet Clasp; Asiatic-Pacific Campaign Medal; 
American Campaign Medal; Navy Occupation Service Medal, Asia Clasp; World 
War II Victory Medal; National Defense Service Medal; and the Philippine 
Liberation Ribbon. 

REAR ADM. DAVID 8. INGALLS, USNR 


Appointed member of the Reserves Forces Policy Board January 4, 1958. 

Home address: Chagrin Falls, Ohio. 

Born: Cleveland, Ohio; January 28, 1899. 

Education: University School, Cleveland; St. Paul’s School, Concord, N.H.; 
Yale University (BA) ; and Harvard University (LLB). 

Occupation: Lawyer, newspaper publisher, former Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy (Aeronautics), former director of public health and welfare, Cleveland, 
Ohio. 

Military service: Has the distinction of being the Navy’s only flier who became 
an ace in World War I, having enlisted in USN Reserve Flying Corps in 1917, 
shortly after war was declared. Commissioned lieutenant commander in Decem- 
ber 1931. Reported for active duty in November 1942 as assistant operations 
officer on the staff of Commander Air Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet until June 1948. 
Subsequently served as executive officer, Forward Area and Air Center com- 
mander ; plans observer, South Pacific Force and Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval 
Air Station, Honolulu, T. H. Released to inactive status November 1945. 

Awards: Distinguished Service Medal, Legion of Merit, Bronze Star Medal, 
DFC (British), Victory Medal, Overseas Clasp, Asiatic Pacific Campaign Medal, 
and World War II Victory Medal. 
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REAR ADM. LEON J. JACOBI, USNR 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board February 15, 1956. 

Home address: 729 Fisher Road, Grosse Pointe 30, Mich. 

Born: Mount Clemens, Mich., 1897. 

Education: University of Michigan, 1 year; USNA. 

Occupation: Engineer, Detroit-Edison Co. 

Military service: Commissioned ensign upon graduation from U.S. Naval 
Academy, June 3, 1920, promoted to lieutenant (junior grade) June 3, 1923, 
and resigned his commission April 30, 1925. Accepted a commission as lieutenant 
(junior grade) in Naval Reserve in 1927 and until 1939 had regular periods of 
training duty with the Surface Division, Detroit, Mich. Called to active duty 
October 1939. Served as executive officer, then commanding officer of the U.S.S. 
Dubuque, then ordered to duty on the staff of Commander Service Force, Atlantic 
Fleet, as assistant engineer and assistant material officer. After the Japanese 
surrender he was released to inactive status in the Naval Reserve. Commanding 
officer, Naval Reserve Surface Division and brigadier 1946 to 1952. Advisory 
affiliation with Naval Reserve, Detroit, 1952 to present. 

Awards: Bronze Star, World War I and World War IT Victory Medals, Ameri- 
ean Area Campaign, American Defense Service, Naval Reserve Medal with Star 
(20 years’ service). 


CoOL. JOHN L. WINSTON, USMCR 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, March 16, 1957. 

Home address: Mount Paul Farm, Gladstone, N.J. 

Born: New York, N.Y., January 9, 1906. 

Education: Attended Harvard University. 

Occupation; Agriculturalist, self-employed. 

Military service: World War II ordered to active duty November 20, 1940, at 
Marine Corps Aviation Unit, NRAB, Brooklyn, N.Y., as commanding officer. 
April 1942 assigned to Headquarters Squadron, Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, as squadron commander and later as assistant station plans and training 
officer VMB-423, MAG 61, 3d Marine Air Wing, Marine Corps Air Station, Eden- 
ton, N.C. In January 1944 he arrived on the west coast enroute to the South 
Pacific with VMB-423. From April 1944 to June 1944 assigned as commanding 
officer, VMB—423, Marine Air South Pacific, and later Ist Marine Air Wing. July 
1944 to June 1945 served as group executive officer, MAG-—12, Ist Marine Air 
Wing. Returned to Continental United States and released from active duty 
October 18, 1945. ‘He is currently a member of Volunteer Training Group (G) 
1-1, New York, N.Y., and a Ready reservist. 

Awards: Air Medal with Gold Star, Legion of Merit, Presidential Unit Citation 
(MAG-12) and Navy Unit Commendation (MAG-—12). 


COL, GEORGE E. TOMLINSON, USMCR 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, December 1, 1958. 

Home address : 421 North Monroe Street, Arlington, Va. 

Born : Gulfport, Miss., July 24, 1906. 

Education: University of Mississippi, 1927; Texas A. & M. (1927-28); Uni- 
versity of Tennessee (1938). 

Occupation: Assistant Director of Project Planning, U.S. Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

Military service: Commissioned, U.S. Army Reserve, June 1932—June 1937. 
Commissioned major, USMC, April 1942; promoted to colonel (permanent) June 
1948. Participated in combat operations on New Georgia 1943; Bougainville 
1943 ; Pelelin 1944; Anguar 1944; Ulithi 1944. 

Awards: Bronze Star with “V” and Presidential Unit Citation with Star, 1st 
Marine Division, Pelelin 1944. 


HON. MALCOLM A. MAC INTYRE 


Designated Air Force Secretary member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, 
February 24, 1959. 

Home address : 1321 31st Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

Born: Boston, Mass., January 28, 1908. 

Education: Yale University and Oxford University. 

Occupation: Attorney. 
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Military service: Commissioned first lieutenant, Air Force, in May 1942. 
Served with the Air Transport Command in Washington, D.C., and in various 
oversea theaters. Relieved from active duty in January 1946 with the rank 
of colonel. 

Awards: Legion of Merit and Certificate of Commendation. 


MAJ. GEN. RICHARD A. GRUSSENDORF, USAF 


Designated Air Force Regular member of Reserve Forces Policy Board, 
July 1, 1957. 

Home address: 1812 North Huntington Street, Arlington, Va. 

Born: Fergus Falls, Minn., March 19, 1906. 

Education: University of California, B.S. : 

Military service: Appointed a flying cadet in February 1929, was graduated 
from advanced flying school and commissioned a second lieutenant a year later. 
Served in various flight capacities and attended technical and tactical schools 
until 1940. Assigned to Philippine Islands in June 1940 as operations officer, 
fourth composite group at Nichols Field. Appointed Inilitary attaché for air 
at the American Embassy in Chungking, China, in July 1941 and in August 
1942 was appointed Assistant Chief of Staff for Operations at Air Corps Head- 
quarters, Washington. Attended School of Applied Tactics at Orlando, Fila., 
in 1943. In March 1944, assumed command of the advanced P-38 training 
school at Santa Maria, Calif. Transferred to Pacific Theater in January 1945 
as Chief of Personnel Division of the Air Force in the Pacific Ocean area, later 
serving as Chief of Personnel Division of the U.S. Strategic Air Force in the 
Pacific. Two months later he became chief of staff of the 7th Fighter Wing 
in Honolulu, assuming command in April 1946. Entered the Air College at 
Maxwell Field, Ala., June 1947, graduated a year later and became the Air 
Corps member of the National Security Council Staff at Air Corps Headquarters. 
Entered the National War College in August 1949, was graduated the following 
June and became executive to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force. Assumed 
command of the 10th Air Force, Continental Air Command, in July 1953 and 
on August 15, 1955, he was designated commander of the 6th Allied Tactical 
Air Force, Allied Air Forces in Southern Europe, Supreme Headquarters, Al- 
lied Powers in Burope, at Izmir, Turkey. 

He is rated a command pilot, combat observer, aircraft observer and tech- 
nical observer. 

Awards: Includes the Legion of Merit. 


MAJ. GEN. STANFORD W. GREGORY, ANGUS 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, March 16, 1957. 

Home address: 2260 Clermont Street, Denver, Colo. 

Born: Denver, Colo., December 4, 1907. 

Education: Westminster Law College and University of Denver, LL.B., and 
Air War College. 
ee asa Lawyer, Thurmon, Gregory & West, attorneys and counselors at 

w. 

Military service: World War II ordered as captain, Air Corps, into active 
military service January 6, 1941, and subsequently served overseas in Africa, 
Sardinia, Corsica, France, and Austria. Promoted to major, Army of the 
United States, February 1, 1942, lieutenant colonel, October 1942. Colonel, Air 
Corps Reserve, May 27, 1946. Relieved from active duty, July 24, 1946. Fed- 
erally recognized as brigadier general, Air Corps, Colorado National Guard, 
August 6, 1946. Federally recognized as brigadier general, Air Force, Colorado 
National Guard, January 20, 1950. Major general, ANGUS, November 24, 1956. 
Service continues to date. 

Awards: Silver Star, Legion of Merit, Bronze Star Medal, Air Medal with 
— oak leaf clusters, Croix de Guerre avec Palms (French), Legion of Honor 
(French). 

MAJ. GEN. THERON B. HERNDON, USAFR 


Appointed member Reserve Forces Policy Board, March 16, 1957. 
Home address : 364 Steele Boulevard, Baton Rouge, La. 
Born: Shreveport, La., May 2, 1902. 
RS wa Mansfield High School, Centenary College, National Radio In- 
ute. 
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Occupation: State aeronautics consultant and chief, aeronautics division of 
the State of Louisiana. 

Military service: World War II (1941-46). Served 1 year as Special Assist- 
ant to Under Secretary of War Patterson, in Washington. Built and com- 
manded Army Air Force bases at Miami, Nashville, Casablanca, and Tripoli. 
Organized and operated first foreign military transport line and ferry group. 
Served in all theaters of operation receiving outstanding recognition for not 
having lost a member of his command for any cause during 2 years foreign 
operation and for operating entire assignment at Tripoli (16 months) on reverse 
lend-lease, saving cash expenditures of over $400,000 per month in addition to 
base construction and capital improvements of some $15 million. 

Awards: Legion of Merit, three battle stars in European campaign, decorated 
by three foreign countries. 


BRIG. GEN. PHILIP P. ARDERY, ANGUS 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, December 1, 1958. 

Home address : 424 Pennington Lane, Louisville, Ky. 

Born : Lexington, Ky., March 6, 1914. 

Education : University of Kentucky ; Harvard Law School. 

Occupation : Attorney. 

Military service: Commissioned second lieutenant upon completion of ROTC 
in 1935. With the advent of World War ITI he was reassigned to the Air Corps, 
April 1941. During World War IT he served in the European theater of opera- 
tions with the 389th Bomber Group (H), the 2d Combat Bomber Wing, and the 
311th Composite Wing as squadron commander. On December 9, 1946, he was 
federally recognized as lieutenant colonel, Kentucky Air National Guard. Desig- 
nated as commanding officer, 123d Fighter Group, February 16, 1947. Pro- 
moted to colonel in March 1948. Recalled to active duty and served as com- 
manding officer, 123d Fighter-Interceptor Wing at Godman Air Force Base, Ky., 
from September 1950 to October 1952, and in England from November 1951 
to October 1952. Returned to State status in November 1952. Federally recog- 
nized as brigadier general, January 1955. He was granted AERO rating of 
command pilot, May 14, 1956. 

Awards: Silver Star, Distinguished Flying Cross with oak leaf cluster; 
Air Medal with three oak leaf clusters; Presidential Unit Citation; Croix de 
Guerre with Palm (France). 


BRIG. GEN KENNETH STILES, USAFR 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, December 1, 1958. 

Home address : 811 Lake View Drive, Falls Church, Va. 

Born : New York, N.Y., March 9, 1914. 

Education : Columbia University : George Washington University 

Occupation: Vice president, plans and programs, General Dynamics Corp. 

Military service: Not rated. Appointed second lieutenant, March 7, 1942; 
brigadier general, U.S. Air Force Reserve, August 26, 1957. Served on active 
duty between March 1942 to March 1946 mostly in India-Burma theater. On 
active duty from November 1947 to May 1949 and has served seven short tours 
of active duty since 1949. Has mobilization assignment with Headquarters, 
U.S. Air Force (MOARS), Comptroller of Air Force. Washington, D.C., for 
duty as Deputy Director of Accounting and Finance (National Reserve). 

Awards: Bronze Star Medal: Asiatic-Pacific Campaign Medal; World War II 
Victory Medal; Armed Forces Reserve Medal. 


REAR ADM. RICHARD M. ROSS, USCG 


Appointed member of the Reserve Forces Policy Board April 4, 1958. 

Home address : 7206 Delfield Street, Chevy Chase, Md. 

Born: Addison, Pa., May 1, 1904. 

Education: Washington and Jefferson College, Washington, Pa., U.S. Coast 
Guard Academy. 

Military service: Entered U.S. Coast Guard Academy in August 1926. Was 
graduated and commissioned an ensign, May 15, 1929. Susequently promoted in 
rank as follows: Lieutenant (junior grade), May 15, 1931; lieutenant, May 15, 
1933: lieutenant commander, January 1, 1943; commander, September 1, 1943; 
captain, January 1, 1950; rear admiral, May 1, 1958. Served aboard the de- 
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stroyer Tucker at New London, Conn. Duty aboard patrol boats stationed at 
base 15, Woods Hole, Mass.; Base 4, New London, Conn.; line duty aboard the 
cutter Mojave, Boston, Mass. In August 1935, he was transferred to the cutter 
Cayuga where he served first as navigator then (in 1938) was assigned engineer- 
ing duties. From July 1939 to October 1940, he served as engineering officer 
aboard the cutter Hamilton stationed at Oakland, Calif. When war in Europe 
started he transferred with the Hamilton to the eastern sea frontier. Became 
commanding officer, Coast Guard depot at St. George, Staten Island, N.Y., in 
September 1941. Served at merchant marine hearing units in Australia and 
New Guinea 1943-44. Reported in January 1945 to Coast Guard Headquarters 
where he served in the Aids to Navigation and Program Planning Divisions 
respectively. Aids to navigation officer, 3d Coast Guard Division, 1946; com- 
manding officer, cutter Mocoma, 1948; Chief, Aids to Navigation Division Coast 
Guard Headquarters, 1950; commanding officer, Coast Guard Base, Alameda, 
Calif., August 1954 to June 1956; chief of staff, Ist Coast Guard Division; 
Assistant Chief, Office of Personnel, Coast Guard Headquarters, 1957; Chief, 
Office of Personnel, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, April 1958 to date, with the 
collateral duty of flag officer in charge of the Coast Guard Reserve. 

Awards: American Defense, American Area, Asiatic-Pacific Area, World War 
II Victory, National Defense Service Ribbon. 


FRANKLIN L. ORTH 


Appointed alternate to Army Secretary member of the Reserve Forces Policy 
Board, September 1953. 

Home address: Oakmount Farm, North Fork, Loudoun County, Va. 

Born: Milwaukee, Wis., May 11, 1907. 

Education: B.A., LL.B., University of Wisconsin. 

Occupation: Has served as legal consultant to Veterans’ Administration on 
home, farm, and business loans; assistant chief counsel, Office of Price Stabili- 
zation, and as head, operations control staff, Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
Appointed as Special Assistant to Secretary of the Army (Manpower, Personnel 
and Reserve Forces) in July 1954, in which he now serves. He is a partner in 
the law firm of Orth, Riedl & Orth in Milwaukee. 

Military service: Active with Army Reserve program for the past 20 years. 
During World War II Colonel Orth held important staff positions in Headquar- 
ters, Army Service Forces, and with War Department Manpower Board. He 
later commanded an infantry combat team in Burma under General Stilwell. 
The unit was awarded the DUC for combat operations in the Burma jungles. 
Upon his return to the United States he was assigned G-1 WDGS. During the 
demobilization period served as director, military personnel division, 4th Service 
Command, Atlanta, Ga., which encompassed the seven Southeastern States. 


Mr. Van Zanprt. Are we going to have the chairman of that board 
appear before us, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek and I have been discussing that. 

(Mr. Slatinshek nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. I am positive that he will be here. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. We will go into this thing from beginning to end. 

Secretary Finucanr. I believe that is proper, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Secretary Finucane. The present chairman, Mr. Van Zandt, is Mr. 
John Slezak, of Chicago, who used to be Under Secretary of the Army. 
He isa very distinguished Army officer and « very distinguished leader 
in the Middle West. Iam sure Mr. Slezak would be happy to appear 
before your committee, if invited. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now, Mr. Secretary, on page 2, again referring 
to that portion of your testimony where you mentioned those who 
sat in and gave consideration to these proposals. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. You mention the Reserve policy committees of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 
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Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Will you tell the committee whether or not these 
policy boards of the various services include a reservist ? 

Secretary Finucane. They do, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. And what is his rank—thinking now of the Army. 

Secretary Frnvoane. A general officer. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. A general officer ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And this rank would be represented in the other 
services also? 

Secretary Finucane. It would be comparable in the other services ; 
yes, sir. The boards are extensive. They meet often and they have a 
very wide area of responsibility. And we have a Reserve officer on 
active duty in charge of Reserves, too, sir—General Palladino is that 
officer of the Army at the moment. 

Mr. Van Zanpvt. That is my next question. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Now heading a Reserve in the various services, is 
he a Regular ora Reserve? 

— Finucane. Reserve officer in the Army—General Pal- 
adino. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. And who is it in the Air Force? 

General Grussenporr. I am General Grussendorf. I am Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Reserve Forces, in the Air Force. I am a Regular 
officer. I have a deputy for Reserves who is an Air Force Reserve 
officer. I have a deputy for Air National Guard, General Wilson, 
who is Chief of the Air Force Division of the National Guard Bureau. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now I wonder if the Navy would tell us their 
setup here ? 

Secretary Finucane. Admiral Keith. 

Mr. Siatrnsuex. Admiral Keith. 

Admiral Kerrn. I am Admiral Keith, sir. I am Assistant Chief 
of Naval Operations for Naval Reserves. I have six captains work- 
ing for me in that section of the Chief of Naval Operations Office, 
one of whom is a Regular and the other five are Reserves, sir, on 
active duty. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. How about the Marines, Admiral? Can you 
speak for them ? 

Admiral Kerr. I would prefer to have General Weller respond 
to that question. 

General Wetter. The Staff for Reserve Affairs in the Marine Corps 
is headed by a major general, who has a deputy, a brigadier general, 
and of course with a suitable number of Reserves as assistants. 

Mr. Van Zanpvt. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr, Finucane, I understood from your entire state- 
ment, and particularly a statement you made a moment ago in answer 
to a question, that what you are striving at, here in this proposed new 
legislation, and what you have been striving to do for a long time is 
to give to the Reserves the same rights, protections, and privileges 
that those in the Regular services enjoy ? 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, Mr. Morris. 
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Mr. Morris. Now, I am a comparatively new member of this com- 
mittee. I am starting my third year, and some of them have been 
here a long time and they know more about these matters than I do. 
And I am trying to learn from time to time, in doing the very best 
I can to carry out my obligations as a member of the committee. 

Now I wonder what the real trouble is. Why is an objective like 
that, that all of us would be for, all members of this committee, all 
honest citizens would be for, and are for—why is it hard to accomplish 
that? What is the real trouble? That is the thing that perplexes me. 

I don’t understand, myself. I know there are bound to be some 
reasons. But I don’t understand the underlying philosophy and the 
reasons why that is hard to accomplish. 

Secretary Finucane. Now 

Mr. Morris. I will tell you the reason I ask the question. I don’t 
want to belabor it. There is a feeling throughout the country, and 
I know this because I have talked to many people about it. Whether 
justified or not, I do not know. But I have said this before. I don’t 
want to belabor the thing. But the reason I bring it up is because 
it is so important to all of us, to our whole Nation. 

Throughout the country I have known many, many fine people, 
reasonable-minded people, who feel that the Reserves generally, 
whether Regular or National Guard, are treated as stepchildren. 

Now I think we all understand what we mean by that. I am just 
wondering whether or not that feeling is really justified or whether 
there are some complex, intricate matters that are causing this trouble, 
without any overall purpose on the part of the Army to treat the 
Reserves as stepchildren. 

Secretary Finucane. I think, Mr. Morris, that we are not aware 
of this deep feeling you point out as we have moved down the road. 

Now from my personal experience, I would say 20 years ago that 
that was more or less true. But I think measures like this measure 
that you have passed for us, and like the pensions which have been 
passed for us in the intervening years, and the medical assistance— 
the hundreds of things that Congress has done for the Reserves have 
narrowed this difference to the point today where we hardly feel it 
still exists. 

We have made great strides. Now I am not going to tell you that 
everything is perfect, because we are both well aware that we are 
human yet we are doing the best we can. 

But we get very few complaints concerning the feeling of inferiority 
like the Reserves had in the thirties. I am positive about that. I feel 
strongly about that. 

Mr. Morris. I am very glad to hear you make that statement. Now, 
I didn’t say that that was my feeling, necessarily. 

Secretary Finucane. No. a 

Mr. Morris. I just say there has been a feeling. You do say, though, 
there was a time when evidently that was true? 

Secretary Finucane. There was a time. 

Mr. Morris. But you do feel there has been real progress in that 
field ? 

Secretary Finucane. Almost progress to a degree of eradicating 
the problem. 

r. Morris. Of eradicating it ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Morris. I would certainly hope so. And I am certainly happy 
to have you make that statement, because I am sure you are sincere 
in making it. 

Secretary Finucane. I believe that. 

Mr. Morris. I am sure of that. And you have had a long tenure, 
a long service, whereby you would glean much information in that 
field. 

I certainly hope that your judgment, which I say I am sure is a 
sincere judgment—I hope your judgment is correct. 

Secretary Finucane. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all? 

Mr. Morris. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. In view of the questions of both Mr. Van Zandt and 
Mr. Morris—where Mr. Van Zandt inquired as to the makeup of these 
various advisory groups 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And Mr. Morris’ question—they have been going on 
in my mind. But I don’t want to take the time of the committee be- 
cause all of us have questions, and they will all interlock as we go 
along. 

We have to keep in mind that there are over 60 percent—approxi- 
mately 60 percent, my counsel tells me—of the present active duty 
strength who are from the ranks of the Reserve group. 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And by virtue of that fact of life, it is imperative that 
we strive to minimize any feeling of inferiority. 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. We must strive for equality. 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. And we don’t want ever to have a cleavage between the 
two groups. 

Secretary Finucane. Right. 

Mr. Rivers. And that is the reason which has motivated the present 
chairman for trying to do what little 1 can to bring these things up to 
date. 

(Secretary Finucane nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. And I might say that I don’t have that area monopo- 
lized. Every member of the committee and Mr. Vinson shares that 
feeling. 

We certainly don’t want that to obtain, ever. Because this military 
has to be smart, and the people who negrenms it in the areas I have 
been—in Europe and everywhere—in all segments are qualified men 
and women. 

As you said, we have to bring these things up to date and always 
try to locate the areas where there is misunderstanding or inequality. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Don’t you think that is right ? 

Secretary Finucane. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, completely. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray, any questions # 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Secretary, I think you made a very fine statement. The thing 
I regret is that we weren't able to hear that statement 3 months ago, 
so it would give us much greater time this year to go into this pro- 
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gram. Ofcourse, I realize it was in the Bureau of the Budget for some 
time. I am not criticizing that. I think it is their duty to review the 
matter and review it thoroughly. I was hoping that we would get 
this bill in March, instead of the last part of May. 

There were considerable changes made in this bill from the original 
copy that you provided the Bureau of the Budget, and the position 
that came out of the Bureau of the Budget; isn’t that correct ? 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Bray, there were certain issues which 
were not agreed to by all parties studying it. In an effort to get this 
bill to you, I took the responsibility of requesting that we send you 
the areas which have been agreed upon and that we will follow along 
when we clear up the others. And I said so in my statement. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Secretary Finucane. To be perfectly honest with you, we have had 
difficulty in getting this bill to you. 

Mr. Bray. I do know you were insistent in getting action from the 
Bureau of the Budget, which we deeply appreciate. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say, Mr. Bray, if you will permit me, as long 
as Mr. Vinson gave us the green light, Mr. Slatinshek and I set out 
to get this committee print prepared to give you existing law, along 
with the defense proposal H.R. 7325 and also H.R. 5083. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary—I don’t know which 
one can answer it. Will we be provided with the original recommen- 
dations that were made by the Devartanent of Defense, at the time it 
went tothe Bureau of the Budget ? 

Secretary Finucane. I don’t believe, Mr. Bray, that it would be 
quite proper 

Mr. Bray. I am not asking you for it. I am just asking if we will 
be provided with it. 

Secretary Finucane. I will be glad to discuss with the committee 
some of the areas at such a time as there has been a resolution, but 
when they are still under study it seems to me not fair to the other 
side. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Secretary, I do not intend to ask you or Mr. Mil- 
ton—I mean to go down into detail as to sections of this. I do want 
to be at hearings—incidentally, we will probably have rather exten- 
sive hearings on this. 

Secretary Finucane. Of course you will. 

Mr. Bray. Personally, I do want to have the opportunity of ques- 
tioning in detail the people most acquainted with that specific item, 
before we do finally arrive at the committe bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SuatTiInsuek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers Do you know what the Department of Defense sent to 
the Bureau of the Budget / 

Mr. SLATINSHERK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you got that ? 

Mr. SuaTinsHeK. Yes, sir; H.R. 5083, the companion bill, which 
accompanies the bill that we are considering this morning, largely 
reflects the original Department of Defense proposal as it went to the 
Bureau of the Budget, with a few minor exceptions. 

I believe Mr. Finucane can substantiate that statement. 

Secretary Finucane. We believe that to be substantially so, Mr. 
Slatinshek. 
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Mr. Rivers. Would you say, Mr. Bray—and you have hit on a very 
important area. Was there a great difference in the money author- 
ization between the two pieces of legislation? 

Secretary Finucane. I don’t believe so, Mr. Chairman. 

There are many items, and it is hard to pick them out. But they 
are not in the majority. There are only about eight, I think, that are 
still under study. . 

I think it is a matter of philosophy as much as it is money, in many 
cases. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Secretary, you went into the matter of philosophy. 
I am not one that criticizes the Bureau of the Budget for wanting to 
savemoney. In fact, lam very much in favor of that. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And have always taken that viewpoint. But TI still 
wonder what the Bureau of the Budget has to do with philosophy. 
Their idea is money. And I have no criticism, ever, for them to act 
on the money. 

I am not asking you to comment on this. We realize your position. 
But yet I am not sure that the Bureau of the Budget ought to have 
anything to do with philosophy. I think that is purely a military 
matter. 

Secretary Finucane. We believe that. 

Mr. Bray. Anyway, I am not going any further into that. 

I want to also ask the chairman, or whoever can properly answer 
this: In the past we have had, I believe about every year, at least 
every other year, a hearing as to the whole Reserve posture; that is, 

oiling into the matter as to how it is working out. Sometimes I 
lieve those hearings are held just on that and other times it is held 
on existing legislation. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in these hearings are we going to go into that, 
or will this be mainly confined to this legislation ? 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t know why we couldn’t explore that area some. 
Because I don’t know when we can get to the other one. 

Mr. Bray. My reason for asking that is there has been some very 
disquieting conditions in the Reserves—and I will speak very frankly. 
It was the Air Force Reserve which I specifically mentioned. 

I do want to now, or at some time, take that up with the proper 
authorities, a condition which I have personally observed, in which 
I did take time to call and got merely a runaround. I figured this 
perhaps was the place where I could get the record, without getting 
a runaround. 

Mr. Rivers. General Grussendorf is here, and I believe he can 
answer that. 

Mr. Bray. I do want to go into the matter, rather thoroughly, either 
in the study of this bill or at a later time before Congress adjourns. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s see how these hearings proceed. If it can be done 
in these hearings, we will do it. If we can’t, just as soon as we finish 
we will see if we can’t explore it. 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Bray, of course, we will give you any in- 
formation at any time. 

I hope, Mr. Bray, if anybody does seem to give you a runaround or 
an evasive answer, that you would let me know. 

Mr. Bray. I did not go to the top. It was not from the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 
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Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I am just mentioning that we did observe some—I will 
say td disquieting conditions existing. 1 perhaps didn’t go far 
enough. 

But I am sure when we take it up here we have gone far enough to 
get the answers from the right people. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I am positive that your response, Mr. Secretary—have 
you finished ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. I am positive, Mr. Secretary, that your response to 
my observation was how you feel with respect to the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Department of Defense. And I would hate to feel, 
ever, that the Bureau of the Budget, or any department of the execu- 
tive branch of the Government would evaluate the effect of legislation 
on personnel, the morale of the personnel, in dollars and cents. Be- 
cause—and we have heard it said, time and time again, that certain 
legislation had to be temporized because it reflected getting outside of 
the area of the President’s budget. 

If the Bureau of the Budget is guilty of making any recommenda- 
tions as vital as this bill is on the basis that it has to be in dollars and 
cents, our job can never be completed. It has to be half done or one- 
third done, or percentagewise. 

Secretary Finucane. Well 

Mr. Rivers. Because this is vital legislation. 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct. Well, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. With over 180 million people and 200 million in a very 
few years to come, the military is quite an important thing to keep 
our way of life. Because without our way of life, we don’t have any 
country. 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Rivers, we feel that the people in the 
Bureau are not obstructionists, and they are very helpful. The 
Bureau, as you gentlemen well know, is not only a financial institution. 
It is in fact the Office of the President of the United States. 

Mr. Rivers. I know it. We understand that. 

Secretary Finucane. And as such, we are very careful to try to sell 
them on what programs we feel are proper and, of course, take their 
views into consideration, yes, indeed. 

Mr. Rivers. But I am sure the President, being a military man, 
recognizes that in the area of morale, dollars and cents can never be 
considered. 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Dollars and cents can never be considered. 

Who is next? General Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make sure that we 
understand the format of these two bills and the way they have been 
developed. 

You stated that you had consulted with the Reserve Forces Policy 
Board in the development of this legislation. Did you state that they 
had approved all of the provisions which are in H.R, 7325? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, they did, General. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Anpverson. It also has been developed that additional provi- 
sions that they approved are not presently in 7325, although most of 
them are in H.R. 5083? 

Secretary Finucane. That is correct, General Anderson. 

Mr. Anverson. I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that since you have 
indicated that the Chairman of the Reserve Forces Policy Board will 
appear before this committee, that at that time it will be appropriate 
for the committee to fully develop those points of legislation which 
they recommend and which are not in H.R. 7395. 

And additionally, Mr. Chairman, although this pertains to the 
Army, I would hope that we could have the president of the section 5 
committee of the Army who would be concerned with the Army sec- 
tion appear before us, and perhaps if there are equivalent boards in 
the other sections that we have a spokesman for each of the Reserve 
policy boards within the services, who may appear and give their 
viewpoint on this legislation. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say that anybody whom the committee desires 
to be present will certainly be present. 

Secretary Finucane. Anybody you want, sir 

Mr. Rivers. And the Secretary has told us that. 

Secretary Finucane. We will send here anybody you wish. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Secretary Frnucane. But I would request, sir, that you ask Mr. 
Slezak, as an individual, because he is not in our Department, as you 
know. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Secretary Finucane. He isa private citizen. 

Mr. Rivers. And we have the assurance of the distinguished Sec- 
retary—we all know him, and I know we will get their cooperation. 
Let’s see just the proper time we want them, so we won't have them 
sitting out here waiting. But anybody the committee desires will be 
here. 

Mr. Anperson. I think we developed the situation as far as we can, 
or as far as I can, from the Secretary. Other points I will reserve, 
then, until we have the appropriate witness. 

Mr. Rivers. I thank the committee for that, because the Secretary 
has given us quite a full statement for a Secretary. Usually, it is 
kind of a general statement. 

Mr. Secretary, as usual, you go beyond the measure of duty, and I 
want to thank you, but I haven’t finished with the committee yet. 

The next one is Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, on page 6 of your statement—and this has already 
been referred to—you say the first is uniformity between the adminis- 
tration of Reserve and Regular officers of the same service, and you 
give that as the top priority. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Which I can well understand. 

Now in this bill is there a line of demarcation between these Reserve 
officers who have been referred to by the chairman, who constitute 
now, I believe you said, 60 percent of the Regular service, and the 
Standby Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. The active service. 
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Mrs. Str. Groraz. The active service, yes. Because it seems to me 
there is a very big difference. We talk about Reserves and we lump 
them all together. And I can see a very considerable difference be- 
tween those officers who properly should not even be considered as 
reservists any longer, and the Standby Reserve, who have their own 
occupation in life and who can do a great many other things besides 
serving in the armed services, and it seems to me there should be 
a difference made of those two classes. 

Secretary Finucane. There is, Mrs. St. George, a very great dif- 
ference, as affects their emoluments and their future, between the officer 
who is active and fills his requirements by years, takes his duty seri- 
ously and qualifies for promotion and for ultimate retirement, and 
the officer who has gone in the Standby Reserve and, as you say, may 
have lost interest, He is not, under this law, able to be promoted 
unless he is in active status. i 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I wouldn’t say he had lost interest, but I would 
say he had definitely other interests, which were his major interests. 

Secretary Finucane. That is night. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. We all know a great many of those people. 

I think we are inclined to go a little bit overboard sometimes on 
this thing and lump them all together. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. But there is a very big line of demarcation. 

Secretary Finucane. We are very conscious of the three or four 
different categories, Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wamrpter. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Secretary. There is 
one thing I wanted to ask you, Mr. Secretary. When the Reserve 
Policy Committee or Board meets, do they meet as an organization 
that originates a proposal to the Department of Defense, and then you 
develop your proposal from that, or do you have before the Policy 
Committee your recommendations and they work from that? 

Secretary Finucane. Mr. Wampler, either way could work, and 
either way does work. Generally speaking, due to the vastness and 
the experience of material at hand and the fact that they don’t meet 
all the time, although they have a permanent secretary and a perma- 
nent secretariat, the method of arriving at these types of decisions— 
they are staffed by the services themselves. After they have been 
staffed and agreed between the services, then they are submitted for 
study to the section 5 committee, that General Anderson had reference 
to, in the Army, and the Reserve Policy Boards in the other services, 
and eventually come up before the Reserve Forces Policy Board, which 
I again wish to emphasize is really not dependent on me. They were 
set up by the Congress. So they are, in a measure, completely inde- 
pendent of any influence that I might have. 

And they, in fact, made one rather substantial change, didn’t they ? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Frnucanr. We decided one way and they decided an- 
other. They put it to a vote and they won, and we receded. So 
they, in fact, do represent the Reserves and the National Guard. 

They are powerful. We do listen to them. They are very competent 
men, made up—lI can give you a rough idea—of representatives of 
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the National Guard, the three Assistant Secretaries of the services 
for personnel and Reserve affairs, and le representing the Air 
National Guard. There are two Air National Guard generals, I 
believe, and two generals representing the Army National Guard, 
ree or two generals representing the y Reserve Forces, and so 
orth. So you see, it is a pretty independent, well-experienced group. 
And we respect their judgment very highly, Mr. Secamien. 

Mr. Wampter. The point I was wanting to bring out is this—was 
the decision that they the Reserve Policy Board, make in their policy 
recommendation sent to the Defense Department: In coming to you, 
then you would have a record as to whether you disapproved or 
whether you accepted the recommendation ? 

Secretary Frnvoane. That is correct. 

Mr. Wamp er. But, by the way, it seems to operate, you don’t have 
that particular record ; is that correct ? 

Secretary Finucane. Oh, I think the Board itself certainly has a 
record of the action they took on every measure that has come before 
them, and certainly the action that we in the Department took is of 
public knowledge. Now, whether we have coordinated in a particular 
paper that you would refer to, I just couldn’t say. But I assure you 
there is enough interest by enough people that if I became badly 
split with the Reserve Forces Policy Board, I am sure that many 
people would be quite conscious of it, and I am not conscious of any 
split at the moment, sir. 

Mr. Wameter. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Are there any other questions from the Secretary ! 

Mr. Winsteap. Let me ask one question. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Secretary, do you have a considerable number 
of these Reserve officers on active duty that apply and become Regular 
officers in the Regular service? 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, yes, yes. 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, we have a great many. And we had and 
still have a very substantial integration program. And we have some 
legislation under consideration—I believe it has already been under 
the consideration of this committee—that will in fact force us to 
present to a Reserve officer the privilege of being integrated at the 
end of his 14th year. 

Mr. Winsreap. Then it works two ways; you have a considerable 
number of Reserve officers on active duty probably that would like to 
become Regulars, who can’t; and then you have a good many you 
wowld like to have as Regulars but they prefer to retain Reserve 
status / 

Secretary Finucane.. Probably. 

Mr. Winsreap. You understand, I am a strong supporter of the 
Reserve, the National Guard, and all that. But we are interested in 
the security of the country. The purpose of the whole thing is to work 
out a program that will do just that and be as fair as possible to 
everybody. 

But it is some advantage, is it not, to be a Reserve officer, rather 
than to be in the Regular Establishment ? 

Secretary Finucane. Definitely. 
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Mr. Winsreap. I think there are some advantages on both sides of 
that. It works both ways, to a certain extent. 

Secretary Finucane. I grant youthat. There is a wide freedom of 
choice to each officer. Most of our ROTC graduates, of course, could 
in fact fill their responsibility under the law by getting out sooner. 
They stay in the Reserve, we hope, all of their lives. They are a very 
great asset to our services. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Are you turning down very many Reserve officers 
on active duty who apply for Regular commissioned status? 

Mr. Rivers. It is a question of billets, isn’t it? It is a question of 
billets, isn’t it ? 

Secretary Finucane. I think it is a question of billets. And it is 
a question of grade, too. 

e take more ROTC—we integrate more ROTC officers every year 
than we get out of West Point, by a substantial number. We integrate 
about 775—I am speaking of the Army now—ROTC officers a year 
when they come out of college. Of course, it is a very substantial 
reservoir of supply. I am sure that we don’t take every one that 
applies, either. I am sure there is a great deal—a very careful selec- 
tion of those 775. 

I am sure when we got to the college, with a man who has probably 
assed his 20th year or so, we probably would not want to integrate 
im. I can’t answer specifically. 

Mr. Winsteap. The thought that is running through my mind: Cer- 
tainly you can’t make it totally equal in every way, but there are some 
advantages on both sides ? 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Winsteap. As to certain individuals ? 

Secretary Finucane. Very definitely so, Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Rivers. This is off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Secretary Fryucane. When you are talking about Reserves, Mr. 
Chairman, about three-quarters of them are in the Army or the Na- 
tional Guard, or maybe more. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. That is off the record. You are fresh 
from that. 

Secretary Frnvucanet. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. And you have more thumbnail information. 

I think we are very lucky to have a man of your competence and 
your feeling in your present position. It is a great thing for the coun- 
try. Because I know of your dedication. 

Secretary Finucane. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rivers. Back to Mr. Winstead’s observation. This committee 
has worked so hard under the constant admonition of the chairman— 
that is, to the subcommittees—to bring up the various benefits for the 
military—the fringe benefits and everything. 

You do find that there are a lot of applications from the Reserve 
to get inthe Regularcomponent. You spoke of the medicare. 

ecretary Frnucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. The recent pay bill. 

Secretary Frnucane. Yes, sir. 

oo Rivers. All the things we have done. All of us have shared 
in that. 
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We have to work all the time to keep the military current. Because, 
you take in industry: When Mr. Cordiner came before our committee 
on the pay bill, he spoke of the benefits that industry give its employees 
and how they are passing the military. We have to be alert all the 
time. We have to keep the military current. We have to strive to 
that. That is one reason you have the Reserves feeling that it would 
be a good thing to be integrated into the Regular service. 

Secretary Finucane. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Secretary, could you give us some figures on 
the Reserves from the standpoint of the Department of Defense? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, indeed, Mr. Van Zandt; be delighted to. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The Reserves. The number in the Reserves. 

Secretary Finucane. I can give them to you. 

In the Ready Reserve at the moment we have 2,483,368. 

In the Standby, 1,639,459, of which active are 1,339,649; inactive, 
299,810; and the Retired Reserve, 122,997—for a grand total of 
4,245,824. 

Inthe Army National Guard we have 419,498 ; in the Army Reserves, 
2,189,485; in the Naval Reserve, 718,283; the Marine Corps Reserve, 
312,158; Air National Guard, 70,695; in the Air Force Reserve, 535,705. 
I will make these available to you on a sheet of paper, Mr. Van Zandt. 
(The information requested is as follows:) 


RESERVE COMPONENT PERSONNEL NOT ON ACTIVE DUTY 












































Feb. 28, 1959 
Army Army Naval Marine Air Air 
Total National} Reserve | Reserve | Corps | National| Force 

Guard Reserve | Guard | Reserve 
Ready Reserve___........-- 2, 483, 368 | ' 419, 498 1,029,065 | 550,856 | 213, 820 70, 695 199, 434 
Standby Reserve__.....__-- a7 Oa 1, 094, 210 126, 078 TG ee 325, 904 
a et eee ee 1,088,466 | 90,124 | 90,024 |......._.- 71, 035 
ea ia! 299, 810 |____- iain 5, 744 35, 954 8h eee 254, 869 
Retired Reserve__.........-  t 2 ae = 66, 210 41, 349 1) ae 10, 367 
Ne rina ae 4, 245,824 | 419,498 | 2,189,485 | 718,283 | 312,158 70, 695 535, 705 

RESERVE COMPONENT PERSONNEL ON ACTIVE DUTY 

a a 267, 167 2, 433 84, 676 78, 720 16, 822 276 84, 240 























1 Includes 28,861 Inactive. 


; mr. Van Zanvt. Now, how many of these Reserves are on active 
uty ¢ 

Secretary Finucane. 267,167, of which the Army National Guard 
has 2,433. The Army Reserve has 84,676. The Naval Reserve has 
78,720. The Marine Corps, 16,822. The Air National Guard, 276. 
The Air Force Reserve, 84,240. 

These figures, Mr. Van Zandt, are as of February 28, 1959. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. What are they, percentagewise; do you have it 
worked out there? What percentage of the 4 million 





Secretary Finucane. Well, the 267,000—which is a quarter of 1 
million, so it would be one-sixteenth of 4 million. 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. Say that again. 

Secretary Finucane. About 12 percent—no, about 6 percent? 

(Colonel Dickens nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Roughly 6 percent. 

Secretary Finucane. Roughly 6 percent. 

Colonel Dickens. On active duty. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Six percent? 

Secretary Finucane. Six percent, yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me get this straight. Did you ask the 
percentage 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Of Reserves on active duty. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, the percentage of your active duty—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now. Is that the same as asking what percent- 
age of your active duty forces are Reserves ? 

Secretary Finucane. Oh, no. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Secretary Finucane. No, no. 

Mr. Rivers. So the percentage of your whole Reserve backlog—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Of your whole Reserve backlog is 6 percent? 

Secretary Finucane. No, it is more than that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Let’s approach it this way. 

Mr. Secretary, what is the overall number of Reserves ? 

Secretary Finucane. The overall number of Reserves are 4,245,824. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. 4,245,824. 

Colonel Dickens. Six percent is correct, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. And of that number, 6 percent are on active duty ? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Dickens. That is correct, 6 percent. 

Secretary Finucane. Now, Mr. Chairman, we have 2,500,000 people 
on active duty—— 

Mr. Rivers. What is that, sir? 

Secretary Finucane. We have 2,500,000 people on active duty in 
the three services. 

Mr. Rrvers. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Finucane. 2,425,000, to be exact. And we have 267,000. 
So about 10 percent of those on active duty are reservists. 

Mr. Rivers. Ten percent? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And of the officers on active duty ? 

Secretary Finucane. The officers are about 60 percent. 

Mr. Rivers. About 60 percent. 

Secretary Finucane. But, you see, virtually none of the enlisted 
people are reservists—not none, but a great many are not. 

r. Rivers. I understand that. 

Secretary Finucane. And that is why the percentage is thrown out 
of proportion. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Secretary, have you worked out there the 
number of enlisted men who are contained or a part of this 4,245,000? 

Secretary Finucane. I have it available, Mr. Van Zandt, but I 
don’t have it with me here. 
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Mr. Rivers. Make it for the record. 
Secretary Finucane. Yes, sir. 
(The material is as follows:) 





We will make it available to you, sir, and available for the record. 


Reserve component personnel on active duty by component (excludes Reserves 
on active duty for Reserve training), Feb. 28, 1959 




















Total Officer | Enlisted ! 

EE, EIN WT SUED. . 6 5 ok cence ccesececescnescnyatanp 267,167 | 175, 794 91, 373 
| SN SA 2 Sane fe 87, 109 63, 661 23, 448 
National Guard of the United States.......................---..-- aig 2, 433 1, 159 1, 274 
ke SEE Set Re Se ee eee eee 84, 676 62, 502 22, 174 
8 a ee ee ee 78, 720 24, 824 53, 896 
ERIN O .  cvidcn wont <osneuechdubiocacesd pees ke bahvsuee -----| 16,822 2 5, 280 11, 542 
SESS a ee ee eS a ee 84, 516 82, 029 2, 487 
Air National Guard of the United States__................-..--.--.-.- 276 242 34 
i i . . tad ckuniasancpbonetbe ee secenntvanpanbon sch sonmen 84, 240 81, 787 2, 453 














1 Includes officer candidates. 


2 Includes 10 officers on duty with other Government agencies who are excluded from summaries effective 


duty strength. 


Source: Statistical Services Center, Office of Secretary of Defense, May 29, 1959, 


Reserve component personnel not on active duty by component and category, 


Feb. 28, 1959 































































































| | 
National Air 
Guard Marine | National Air 
Total of the Army Naval Corps uard Force 
United | Reserve | Reserve } Reserve | ofthe | Reserve 
States! | United 
States 
nn 4,245,824 | 419,498 |2, 189,485 | 718,283 | 312,158 | 70,695 | 535,705 
acd 632,565 | 41,117 | 238,538 | 184,808 | 24,844 |  8,456| 134,712 
Enlisted 3,..-.------- 3,613, 259 | 378,381 |1,950,947 | 533,385 | 287,314 | 62,239 | 400, 993 
Ready Reserve.....---.-------- 2, 483,368 | 419, 498 |1,029,065 | 550,856 | 213,820} 70,695 | 199, 434 
(Eee SNe. 350,208 | 41,117 | 165,449 | 82,230| 13,540]  8456| 39,416 
OE Yossie nancial 2, 133,160 | 378,381 | 863,616 | 468,626 | 200,280] 62,239| 160,018 
Standby Reserve.....-.-------- 1, 639, 459 |_......--- |1, 094,210 | 126,078 | 93, 267 |....----.- | 325, 904 
Se ee 173, 336 |.....----- | 18,371 | 63,054) 6,332 |__....... | 85,570 
i Ol dari a ene ia... 11,075,839 | 63,024 | 86,935 |------ 2 | 240, 325 
Active status...........--.- 1, 339, 649 | . -...-- '1, 088,466 | 90,124] 90,024 |........-- | 71,035 
I a ininisseiaien | 92,506 |........-- | 13,018} 27,100 | 4, 908 |---......- 47, 570 
I ninemaainits 1, 247, 053 |-...--.--- 11,075,448 | 63,024} 85,116 |-------=- ; 
Inactive status.......------ | 299, 810 |......... | 5,744 | 35,954] 3.243 |.......--- | 254, 869 
ee | 90,740 |....-...-. | 5.353.) 95,956) 1490)... | 38,009 
AALS | (qunens bo UO ee ej Rises | 216, 860 
122, 997 |.........- | 66,210 41,349] 5,071 |.......... 10, 367 
109, 021 | 54,718 | 39, 614 9, 717 
13, 976 11,492 | 1,735 | 650 
| | | | 








1 Includes inactive National Guard numbering 28,861 total, 3,220 officers, 25,641 enlisted. 


2 Includes officer candidates. 


Source: Statistical Services Center, Office of Secretary of Defense, May 1 


, 1959. 
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Mr. Rivers. All those figures. 

Mr. SuatTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And, Mr. Slatinshek, be sure that each member of the 
subcommittee gets all of those figures, so that we can get them in our 
minds as we go along. 

Mr. SiatrinsHeK. May I mention to the chairman: When we get 
into the details of the defense presentation, they are prepared to sup- 
ply us with all those figures and they already have them on hand. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s get them in our possession as soon as we can. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So the members can become familiar with them. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Winsreap. I understand 60 percent of our active strength of 
officers are Reserve officers. 

Secretary Frvucaner. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. Do you have that broken down for the services? 

Secretary Finucane. Yes; we have it, but I don’t have it with me. 
Well, I might have it with me at that. 


Relationship of Reserve officers on active duty to total officers on active duty as 
of Feb. 28, 1959 






































Reserve officers 
Total officers 
Number Percent of 
total 
Pe SPENDS Sescccestunsccnesianacabcendoacanseuwe 320, 940 175, 794 54.7 
PSUR COGN 6a ited a dikes boda 5k Stns ide ns pedainide dogpile sd 102, 020 68, 661 62.4 
National Guard of United States _.......-.-..-...-..-.---.---]---..-----.--- 1, 159 1.1 
pO REE EIN BD aPY et oe SR CREE RE SOE BT REC e 62, 502 61.3 
Dia yell PROMIIUO. 5 ~~ <a tinsa catia adn - 45s bstonspboctnsesiseqecses 69, 951 24, 824 35.5 
I sn a. sa clcnthvinuaeeanenelipexomun 16, 166 5, 270 32.6 
PR PR ee ee a ee ee ee 132, 803 82, 029 61.7 
Air National Guard of United States _-.......-......--.-.- a eee es ae 242 .2 
Ge BT dicis adntttns thenbthedins 6000b0s 640660804 d4sdndencccsueeabonen 81, 767 61.5 








Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anpverson. I would like to make a statement, with which I hope 
the chairman will agree. 

I am sure that there are others in our audience today who will be 
testifying before the committee. I think, although this committee 
has been very considerate in not asking Mr. Finucane to comment on 
those provisions of H.R, 5083 which are not in H.R. 7325, that H.R. 
5083 was introduced by the chairman of the subcommittee and that 
we will want to be asking following witnesses pertinent questions 
concerning the provisions of H.R. 5083 as well as 7325. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, I am sure the Secretary realizes that up on Capitol 
Hill the Bureau of the Budget does not proscribe our thinking. 

Secretary Finucane. I am quite well aware of that, Mr. Chairman. 
And I would be glad to answer the gentleman’s questions, if he wants 
me to. 
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Mr. Rivers. I believe somewhere down the line the present occu- 
pant of the chair may refer to the bill whichI had the honor to in- 
troduce. It would not be unlikely that I would not maybe sometime 
during these hearings recommend certain provisions of it. 

I am sure you understand that, don’t you? 

Secretary Frnvoane. I understand that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. But that doesn’t detract from the fact that we have a 
great admiration for you and you made a very fine witness. You 
have responded very frankly to our inquiries, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Finucane. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much. 

Secretary Finucane. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, the next witness is our distinguished Under Sec- 
retary of the Army, Mr. Hugh Milton. 

Mr. Scretary, we will be pleased—I don’t need to introduce you, 
because you are well known to the committee. Have a seat, please, 
Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Mitron. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of 
the committee—— 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t believe we have had you to testify as the Under 
Secretary. We drafted you in the service on the other bill before 
you really got your job, didn’t we, Mr. Secretary ¢ 

Secretary Miron. I have had the privilege of appearing before 
you once since. 

Mr. Rivers. But not as Under Secretary. 

Secretary Mirron. As Under Secretary ; yes, sir. 

on Rivers. Well, we are glad to have you, regardless of how you 
testify. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, before you begin, we can’t help from observing 
the newspapers on this committee, and from time to time we see where 
you have troubles in various areas. And everybody has troubles. 
But it must be very heart-warming to you to notice from Cape 
Canaveral you had a measure of success within the last 24 hours. 

I am getting to this. What were the results of the NASA-Army 
test last night with the Jupiter, and how are the monkeys getting 
along? [Laughter.] 

Secretary Mirron. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to re- 
spond to that one. 

Mr. Rivers. Now we want you to know that we want you to talk, 
because you must feel pretty good. 

Secretary Miiron. I was called out of the room just a few moments 
ago to respond to a telephone call and I was informed that the pri- 
mates had been recovered alive and in good health. I wanted to 
validate that statement, and I now understand from a memo just 
handed me it has already been released to the press. 

It puts me in the position, however, of feeling that you have a 
very poor witness, because primates that come back from outer space 
are more capable of coping with these problems than..am_ I. 
[ Laughter. | 

Mr. Rivers. Those of us who know the Under Secretary of the 
Army know that he is pretty current on a lot of things. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman : 





Mr. Rivers. And he is quite capable of expressing himself. 
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There won’t be any monkey business in response to any inquiry. 
[ Laughter. | i 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I just make this observation, 
please? It will take just a moment. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. I have had a call from my office and it is going to be 
absolutely necessary for me to leave for a few minutes. I would like 
to explain that to the chairman and members of the commitee and to 
the distinguished witness before us—explain that I am not leaving 
because of the appearance of the most distinguished witness, but be- 
cause of an emergency that has arisen, and I must go to my office for 
a few minutes and will return as soon as I can. 

I wanted to say that this witness who is now appearing before us, 
Hon. Hugh M. Milton Il, Under Secretary of the Army, in my 
judgment is one of the most dedicated and one of the most efficient 
men anywhere, in government today, and my respect and admiration 
for him as a great American and a great leader in his chosen field 
is unbounded. 

I wanted to explain to the witness that I wanted to hear very much 
~ testimony, but if I don’t get a chance to come back, which I hope 

may, and hear it, I will read every word of it. 

Secretary Mitton. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman, for 
those words. I just wish I were worthy of them, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. We think a lot of him, too. We made him a six-star 
general down in Charleston a short time ago. 

I want to get back to this flight of the Jupiter and congratulate 
the Army. 

Secretary Mitton. We are very happy over it and we are very 
proud of our success, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. We are very happy to see all of the services have 
success, 

Secretary Mitron. Of course we are. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course we are happy to see your success. 

I think it fulfills the philosophy of the late and great Jim For- 
restal. We got to have balance between our services. And there is 
enough glory in the area of these space vehicles for all the services. 

From my point of view I would like to see each of the services have 
an equal opportunity to demonstrate their know-how. We are al- 
ways glad where all of them have their successes. And particularly 
this morning, I know you are happy. And we certainly want to con- 
aaa me you. I sure am glad that the things which you set out to do 

ave been done. 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman, in complimenting the Army—you 
speak of the Jupiter, which lifted the primates. I think it would be 
appropriate at this time to point out also that the prime job in the 
case of returning them alive, as these were, is the nose cone, that was 
able to reenter the atmosphere, and this is the ablative type of nose 
cone which was developed by the Army and first returned in 1957, 
the same cone as the President used in his television appearance be- 
fore the American people, and that this was a development developed 
by the Army at extremely low cost to the taxpayers. I think, aside 
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from mentioning the Jupiter, we ought also to compliment Mr. 
Milton and his organization on this additional indication of your 
long and successful planning. r ty . 

. Bray. I think it might be appropriate at this time to mention 
that that was a design worked out at the Army Ballistic Agency at 
Red Stone Arsenal, Ala. 

Mr. Rivers. And while we are—I think it is well to take this time. 
Tt leaked out to the press that the Army was the first branch of the 
military to get one of these gadgets running, when everybody had the 
sputnik jitters. I think that got out to the press, didn’t it, that the 
Army was the first one to get it going, Mr. Secretary # 

Secretary Miiton. Well, we got it up there. un 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. You are the first branch of the military to 
get something into space and bring it back alive? 

Secretary Miuron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are not ashamed of that, are you ? 

Secretary Mitton. No, sir, I am very proud of it. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s proclaim it right now. And my congratulations 
to you. I know you are happy. 

tary Mizron. Thank you very much. I appreciate those very 
kind words. I want to assure this committee, as well as the entire 
American people, that this Army is undeviatingly devoted to this 
great Nation and we are going to play our part in whatever role is 
assigned. We are going to push on with undaunted effort to do those 
things which this Nation wants us to do to defend it. 

Mr. Rivers. We are confident of that. And under your leadership 
we are positive of that. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, you may proceed in your own fashion. 

Secretary Miuron. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I will not 
read the statement that I have written for the record. 

I know your time is pressing so I will touch upon the highlights 
only,if may. Do Ihave your permission, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. Do you want to put that in the record? 

Secretary Muon. I leave that to the discretion of the chairman 
and the committee. 

I first. would like to express to the committee the appreciation of 
Secretary Brucker for giving us this opportunity, which we always 
find very eoveng sad inspiring—to come before you and dis- 
cuss some aspects of Reserve program in which you and I are are 
so vitally interested. 

Mr. Finucane has, I think, very ably given you the overall philoso- 
phy of the Reserve Officers Personnel Act. But if I may, since I am 
an oldtimer in this game and been in it since 1920, I would like to say 
to the committee that I never thought I would ever see the Reserve 
components in the condition that they are now in—as well organized 
and as highly vitalized as I find them. 

It has been a long and an arduous task. 

Five years ago I sat before your committee and I saw the pains- 
reweeny. dite that each and every one of you took to write into legisla- 
tion this particular law, and of course the 1952 Reserve Forces Act 


prior thereto. 
Those two laws have provided a vitality to the Reserve components 
that has resulted in—the great National Guard, USAR, and the Re- 
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serves of all the other services—attaining a condition of battle effec- 
tiveness, not heretofore considered possible. 

And I want to express my appreciation to this committee for the 
long periods of time which you devoted to the enactment of those 
laws. 

I also would like to add that the implementation of these laws has 
not been an easy task. ; ee ‘ i 

As you well know, when one tries to vitalize something like the 
entire Army Reserve, you are bound to have many individuals, who 
are affected. 

Therefore, the past 4 years have been quite arduous, but we have 
pushed relentlessly on, in the implementation of the laws you so 
wisely provided. 

I remember so well when we were here about 5 years ago this com- 
mittee in its wisdom said, “We cannot legislate for all futurity.” I 
think that has been amply brought out here this morning, and after a 
while it is found that some of these things require some change. 

It was inescapable that somewhere down the line we would have to 
take another look at the Reserve Officers Personnel Act, to see if there 
were inequities written into it or whether times had changed so as to 
make the application a little different. I think that time has come. 
Before you there are two bills—one that is supported by the Depart- 
ment of Defense and one which is the chairman’s bill, both of which 
bring into sharp focus those areas in which we think that certain im- 
provements can be made. 

I would like to touch on just a few of them, if I may. 

In the Defense bill, H.R. 7325, there are some 52 different amend- 
ments. There are 33 of them that affect the Army. Of that 33, there 
are 18 that are somewhat clarifying—taking out ambiguous state- 
ments one place and bring them into sharper focus with what is said 
in the law elsewhere—thus reducing to 15 the really substantive 
changes. It is on these I would like to touch, if I may—and they are 
of varying degress of importance, as Mr. Finucane so ably pointed 
out. Each separately may not be so important, but when tied together 
they are of great importance to us. 

With your permission I would like to touch on about 7 of the 15 
points, because I consider them to be of major import. I have detail 
people here who will go into a study of each and every one of them at 
the committee’s discretion. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, right at that point—I don’t want to interrupt 
your thinking now. But the philosophy of all the legislation before 
us is not to legislate for the Reserve on active duty, but to legislate 
for the Reserve, period. 

Secretary Mirron. That is right, absolutely. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Minron. If I lead you to the other conclusion—— 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, no; no, sir; you have not. But I wanted to make 
it plain to the committee that what we are doing is legislating for all 
the Reserves—not the Reserve on active duty. 

Secretary Mitton. And may I at this time pause for just a moment 
and answer Congressman Morris’ query to Mr. Finucane. There is no 
“second-rate man” in the U.S. Army. 

The reservist is never considered 
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Mr. Van Zanpt. Would you repeat that again ? 

Secretary Mitron. Yes. There is no “second-rate man” in the U.S. 
Army. A patriot is a patriot, and he is worth everything we can give 
him, whether he be in the civilian components on inactive status or 
whether he is on duty in the active establishment. All of you know 
me well enough to know that I fought for that issue from the very 
beginning. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course. 

Secretary Mirron. And we don’t tolerant any other thinking. 

The first area that I would like to mention to you concerns the pro- 
motional scale or the promotional tempo between the unit officer and 
the nonunit officer. 

Under the present bill, a nonunit officer is considered for promotion 
at prescribed intervals—3 years to first lieutenant, 4 years to captain, 
and thereafter 7 years to major and 7 years to lieutenant colonel. 
That system was well thought out, as you so well remember. We 
worked on that particular point very hard. 

With respect to the unit officer, you wisely provided that there would 
be certain minimums of time prescribed before he could be considered. 

At the time that we initially considered this problem, you fully real- 
ized that there were local conditions—and Mr. Finucane touched on 
this in his discussion—that affect the Reserve components versus the 
active establishment, and therefore we ought to give some considera- 
tion to a lesser time period for the man in the unit based on reasons 
of local and geographical restrictions. 

Our experience has shown us that the unit officer is not going up as 
fast, even though you wisely made the provision that he could—as the 
nonunit officer. 

We feel that those two ought to be brought into juxtaposition, by 
saying that the unit officer must be considered—and we are asking 
for a mandatory consideration—that he must come up for considera- 
tion for the next higher rank under the same criteria as the nonunit 
officer. 

We fully realize that this course of action will have some impact 
on the unit and there may be certain areas wherein you may not have 
a qualified officer immediately available to step in. Therefore, a cer- 
tain degree of flexibility should be written into the system. 

I think it would vitalize our program considerably if we could 
see to it that these officers have the same promotional opportunity at 
least at the same level as those not participating in units. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, right now—if you yield there? We have had a 
lot of communications on that, where the man in the unit is stymied 
because there is nobdy above him who gets out. That is the problem, 
isn’t it ? 

Secretary Mitton. That is our . 

Mr. Rivers. He can’t go on until the table of organization has a 
place where he can fit, under the now conditions ? 

Secretary Mitton. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Does that bring on the philosophy of forced attrition ? 

Secretary Miron. Not necessarily forced attrition, but if there is 
no place for him in his promoted grade, then he will be assigned to 
the nonunit category, where he can progress in the same manner as all 
other officers in a nonunit status. 
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Mr. Rivers. Would he leave his unit? He would leave his unit? 

Secretary Mirron. Yes, sir. If he is promoted—our position is 
that we can’t put or keep higher grade people in TOE/TD position 
that prescribe a lower grade. 

In other words, let’s take a captain. Let’s say he has served as a 
captain for 7 years. Now, if he is a nonunit officer, we have to con- 
sider him by your law. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Miuron. We have to consider him for a majority. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Secretary Miron. The unit officer is not so considered. We can 
stay in his position indefinitely under the present system, and—he 
can stay in there 21 years as a captain. Our position is that at that 
7-year period he too should be considered for promotion and if we 
have a position vacancy for him, then he ought to be promoted to fill 
it. If he isn’t, then we think he ought to be reassigned as a nonunit 
officer so as to give those men who are coming up underneath him a 
chance to step into the position. 

That procedure exemplifies the basic philosophy of your law, that 
is, to give vitality to promotion. 

Mr. Rivers. That is really not attrition, if he goes into another 
unit. 

Secretary Minron. No, sir, it is not attrition. It is a movement. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. You are assuming your unit is full, are you not ? 

Secretary Mivron. Beg pardon / 

Mr. WrinsteaAp. You are assuming you have a full quota in that 
unit. If you are going to take a good man out just because you have 
no promotion for him in that unit and put him over here in another 
unit to give him promotion 

Mr. Rivers. It is based on the philosophy that nobody is indispen- 
sable. That is what the philosophy of the promotion law is. 

Mr. Winsteap. I am not disagreeing. 

Mr. Rivers. Somebody is always coming up underneath you. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. The whole argument was to have units ready for 
combat, in the Army Reserve ? 

Secretary Minton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. The whole argument was to have units ready for 
have a unit ready to go in combat in case of necessity. 

I am not disagreeing with you. I just want to get straight on this 
thing. 

Secretary Minton. No, sir. I know that. I am hoping that this 
committee, when they deliberate in detail on this particular issue, will 
realize that maybe some flexibility should be written into this, or pro- 
vided as discretionary authority. I can well conceive of, say, one of 
our National Guard high priority units, in a little locality, where you 
have an officer deemed essential to that unit and you would prefer to 
retain him beyond the 7-year period. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. And it might be true in another Reserve unit some- 
where. You know—lI support the Reserve and National Guard. 

Secretary Mion. I know you do. 

Mr. Winsteap. All the way. Sometimes I think it is being done a 
little backwards. 
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But I am thinking in terms of getting this unit ready for combat. 
That has been our whole argument from start to finish. It is for the 
security of the country. We want them to be ready to go to bat. We 
want to have them ready just as quick as we can get them. 

Now, I am just wondering—if he is to be promoted—I am thinking 
about the unit as well as the individual man involved. I am not op- 

ing what you are talking about. I just wanted to get straight on 
it, while we are on that subject. 

I can see a lot of small units in the Reserve, probably, and in the 
National Guard where they need a very important man. I am just 
wondering if we might affect the effectiveness of some of these units. 

Mr. Rivers. If Mr. Winstead will yield? 

Speaking right there of that man, where you seek some discretion. 
From what I know, it seems there would have to be discretion written 
in various segments of laws. Say this same individual to whom you 
refer is a high priority man. 

Now, how would you give him his promotion and still keep him 
there, unless you changed the TOE or give him a temporary promo- 
tion? You might knock it out of line. 

Secretary Minton. I would think you could probably handle it this 
way, Mr. Rivers, by saying that the unit officer has to be considered 
for promotion at the same time as the nonunit officer, but leave to the 
Secretary’s discretion as to whether the unit officer has to accept the 
promotion at that particular time. 

Mr. Rivers. He might have to leave his unit to accept it? 

Secretary Mruton. He may have to leave his unit. Probably, he 
would move into a higher unit. And of course we hope that we have 
positions available for all of them. 

I would like to add this, if I may 

Mr. Rivers. You would have to have something good for him. 

Secretary Mitton. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. You just couldn’t put him over here with this cor- 
respondence outfit. 

Secretary Mruton. That is right. If he is eligible for promotion— 
he is a good man, otherwise, he wouldn’t be promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Well, if I understand you correctly, he must have 
consideration, but not necessarily accept the promotion. 

Secretary Muzron. That is right. 

Mr. Winsreap. Because he himself might prefer to stay within this 
unit rather than go away from home. You are not going to force him 
into that category, if I understood you correctly. He must have con- 
sideration and that is all? 

Secretary Miiton. This is the area wherein we must have some 
discretion, but it will have to be controlled. Otherwise, we could 
have, say, 2 captain who might remain in a unit for 14 or 15 years 
beyond his 7-year period, and then you do not have a battlefield 
effective unit. 

I would think that we could well leave that to the discretion of the 
Secretary. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. In other words, he has an opportunity for consid- 
eration for promotion ? 

Secretary Miuton. That is what the Army wants to give him—the 
opportunity for consideration. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray? 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Secretary, I realize the problem, because of the fact 
that people are getting very ambitious for promotion. In fact, 
sometimes I find it difficult to cry when a man 27 years old wants to 
be a major. 

But I wonder, in the Reserves, or Regulars for that matter—we are 
talking about speeding promotions. That is a good thing. But it is 
a two-way sword. 

That is one difficulty we are having today with the great humps. 
We just the other day worked on the—— 

Mr. Suatrnsuek. Navy. 

Mr. Bray. Navy. Then we had some similar legislation; that is, 
along the same line for the other services. 

Now, if we start speeding promotion too much in the Reserve, we 
are going to have the same problem there. 

Now, you mentioned about that captain that has been in the job 14 
years. I was not in the Guard until after the war, but I did observe 
the various units in my community. There was a case there of a 
captain who was 40 years old when he went into World War IT. You 
could see he was destined to be a failure. But instead of that, it 
wasn’t very long until he has an eagle—you know, wearing his eagles. 
And he was an outstanding man. 

On the contrary, if you had insisted on either kicking him out. or 
oxromoting him years before, he would have been out of the service. 
Te was an outstanding man. If TI would tell you who it was, you 

would recall the instance. He had an outstanding record. 

So I do not want to create a Frankenstein here that might destroy 
the very Reserves we are trying to make. 

I realize we have to do something. But I, for one, want to study 
it pretty carefully. Many times, in promoting a man too fast, you can 
doa great disservice. We have seen that happen. 

Secretary Miron. Certainly. 

Mr. Bray. I do want to go into this and study it very carefully. I 
am happy that you brought this before us. And it may be exactly the 
bill we want. But in some of the promotion bills we have had in the 
past, we thought it was exactly what we wanted, and certainly today 
we are SOITy we passed it. 

Mr. Rivers. Somebody has said that “Great occasions teach new 
duties. Time makes ancient good uncouth.” That is as for as I will 
goon that point. [Laughter. | 

It was written during the Confederate War by somebody who was 
not on our side. (Further laughter. | 

Secretary Mitron. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. It istrue,though. You can’t tell how time will change. 
You can’t tell. 

You didn’t know 5 years ago we were going to have this large 
number of Reserves on active duty. 

Secretary Mirron. We never dreamed of it. 

Mr. Rivers. You never dreamed of it. 

Secretary Miiron. We never dreamed of it. 

Mr. Rivers. The good thing—when we sit on here, we recognize you 
have a problem. 

Secretary Mitton. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. And it isa problem. 

Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. It is true, Mr. Secretary. As good as we seem to 
think it is now, this is no time to slacken our efforts. If we do, we will 
find ourselves in a year or two with additional problems. 

Secretary Miuron. A great leader once said “Eternal vigilence is the 
price you pay.” 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Secretary, are you familiar with the Navy 
policy in dealing with commanding officers of units? 

Secretary Mitron. No, sir. I had better beg that issue. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now, your problem, as I understand it, is strictly 
promotion. In other words, these officers you are talking about—the 
captain has to stay in that rank for 7 years; is that right? 

ecretary Mizron. That is right. The nonunit officer is promoted 
three, four, seven—seven, by law. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That isright. And he remains commanding officer 
of that unit all the time, does he ? 

Secretary Minron. A nonunit officer is promoted according to 
schedule. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Nonunit; yes. 

Secretary Mixron. The unit officer commands that unit until he is 
relieved or retired, or something else causes his removal. 

Of course, he is in a promotional channel, you understand. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Yes. 

Secretary Miuron. But within the unit structure. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now let us suppose that he is commanding officer 
of a unit. Do you have any time factor that governs his command of 
that unit? 

Secretary Mitton. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In other words, he commands that unit as long 
as he is a captain, we will say ? 

Secretary Miron. Yes, sir, until he is reassigned or something 
else comes along to take him out. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Well, in the Navy they do a little rotating, you 
know. We pass the commanding officer’s responsibilities among the 
officers who are available. Are you seeking a similar authority ? 

Secretary Mirron. No, sir. I am seeking the authority to have 
this man considered for promotion on the same schedule as nonunit 
officers. I am not saying promote him. I am just saying make it 
mandatory that he be considered at the same time. 

I wouldn’t, Mr. Van Zandt, have you feel for one moment that we 
are loaded down with a lot of overaged officers at this particular 
time. 

I would like the record to show that I think the National Guard 
and the USAR are doing a most splendid job in watching this par- 
ticular problem. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Well, are you loaded down with officers? 

Secretary Mutton. No, sir. The fact of the matter is—you gave us 
authority for 275,000 active status Reserve officers. We have 271,297 
right now. That is overall. 
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However, if I may, I would like to bring up another issue that is 
pretty closely alined with this. In your present law, there are two 
somewhat conflicting provisions. For example, we are required to 
distribute the 275,000 officers authorized by grade and category, i.e. 
unit and nonunit. Now you provided a different promotion system 
for each category. As you know, we must consider and promote the 
nonunit officer at stated intervals regardless of vacancies in the total 
grade authorization. Unit officers may be considered and promoted 
to fill TOE/TD unit vacancies only. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, now, what is wrong with that ? 

Secretary Miuron. There is nothing wrong with it, except that in 
another section of the law you say “This is the ceiling.” So there is a 
little ambiguity, because in two areas if I have to stand up and be 
counted on one provision of the law you can send me to jail, while 
under another provision I am perfectly all right. 

We are asking that those two be reconciled. 

Mr. Wixsreap. You would run into this problem. If we continue 
to reduce the National Guard and Reserve organizations and not 
enlist these enlistees, you would get a higher percentage of officers 
than you are supposed to have in proportion to your total number 
of personnel, if we forced you to promote every one of them under 
that circumstance. 

Secretary Mirron. That is correct. 

Mr. Wrwnsreap. In the future you might run into a different prob- 
lem on that. I mean there is the possibility. 

Secretary Minton. Your premise is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. I am sure you always keep in consideration, Mr. Secre- 
tary, that the Constitution singles out the Congress to specifically 
create and promulgate rules and regulations for the operation thereof, 
of the military. The Constitution says “For the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of the foregoing section.” And the Constitution, 
particularly, singularly, selects the military for the Congress to have 
special cognizance of, control of, and expansion and contraction of. Do 
you agree with that ? 

Secretary Mizron. That seems to be the Constitution. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, when we resist the skeletonizing, which in 
our opinion may come about because of budgetary considerations—you 
recognize that we have special direction from the Constitution. It 
didn’t say so about the Treasury, it didn’t say about the Department 
of Commerce, and it didn’t say so about the Department of Justice 
or any other branch. It said the military. 

Secretary Mizron. While I am responding to Mr. Van Zandt, may 
I first apologize for not being able to give you the personnel on the 
RFPB, But it is quite a sizable group. Simos I have been made Under 
Secretary I am no longer eligible to sit on that body. I do have the 
membership list here, and I hand it to you for the record. 

(The material referred to has previously been inserted in the record 
in connection with Mr. Finucane’s testimony.) 

Secretary Minron. Anticipating that you will ask about the section 
5 committee membership, I will give you that list at this time, sir. 

(The material referred to is as follows and includes the membership 
of the Air Reserve and Naval Reserve Forces Policy Committees.) 
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GeneRAL Starr ComMMITTEE ON ARMY NATIONAL GUARD AND ARMY RESERVE POLICY 


Under the provisions of memorandum 135-1, Department of Army, January 28, 
1957, as amended, the Department of Army maintains two committees, whose 
mission is to consider policies and regulations affecting the Reserve components 
of the Army. These are the General Staff Committee on Army National Guard 
Policy and the General Staff Committee on Army Reserve Policy. The member- 
ship of the former consists of six Army National Guard general officers (one 
from each Army area), one member of the Army National Guard appointed as 
resident member, and seven Regular Army members, appointed from six princi- 
pal Army staff agencies and the Continental Army Command. The Committee on 
Army Reserve Policy consists of the same Regular Army members, an Army Re- 
serve resident member, and six USAR general officers, also representing the six 
Army areas. 

The two committees meet quarterly, or more often if the Secretary of the Army 
desires, and normally meet jointly, under a single chairman, to consider those 
policy matters affecting both Reserve components. For the agenda, each initiating 
staff agency presents its proposal, including the reasons therefor, cost, and prob- 
able effects, and requests Committee consideration, comment and/or approval of 
the suggested change. After consideration of the factors involved, and based on 
the practical experience of the members in connection with the matter presented, 
a Committee position is established by formal vote. The Committee recommenda- 
tion is then submitted to the Secretary of the Army, through the Chief of Staff. 
The recommendation of the Chief of Staff concerning the Committee position is 
appended at this point, for the consideration of the Secretary. If appropriate, 
a minority report can be (and has been) submitted with the majority recommen- 
dation. 

The Committees initiate policy changes by submitting appropriate recommen- 
dations through the same channels, for development, analysis and study by the 
Army staff. The proposed change is then presented for Committee consideration 
at a subsequent meeting, as outlined above. 

Matters affecting only one Reserve component are considered by the appro- 
priate Committee meeting separately and recommendations concerning such 
matters are forwarded in the name of that Committee only. 

When required, the Secretary of the Army has frequently directed emergency 
meetings to obtain Committee opinion on matters of immediate and vital impor- 
tance. The most recent of such matters was the problem of the reorganization 
of the Reserve components under the pentomic concept, which project is now well 
into its final phase. 

Each recommendation of the Committee is considered by the Secretary of the 
Army and his decision made known to the members through an official reply to 
the appropriate chairman. The Committee can, and has recommended recon- 
sideration of adverse decisions if the majority of the members feel that such 
action is indicated. 

MEMBERSHIP ROSTER 


National Guard members (not on active duty, except for resident member) 


1. Maj. Gen. Earle M. Jones, State adjutant general, Post Office Box 1139, Sacra- 
mento, Calif. Occupation: State adjutant general. 

2. Temporary vacancy due to retirement of: Maj. Gen. Claude T. Bowers, CG, 
30th Infantry Division, Ridgeway Street, Warrenton, N.C. Occupation: 
Bulk petroleum distributor. 

New member from 2d U.S. Army will be appointed within 60 days. 

3. Maj. Gen. Ronald C. Brock, CG, New York National Guard, RFD No. 1, North 
Ellicott Creek Road, Tonawanda, N.Y. Occupation: Chief of staff to Gov- 
ernor, New York State. 

4. Maj. Gen. William C. Purnell, CG, 29th Infantry Division, 300 St. Paul Place, 
Baltimore, Md. Occupation: Vice president, Western Maryland Railroad. 

5. Maj. Gen. Warren C. Wood, OG, 34th Infantry Division, 1555 O Street, Gering, 
Nebr. Occupation: Newspaper publisher and ranch owner. 

6. Brig. Gen. Frederick A. Daugherty, ADC, 45th Infantry Division, 1800 Coven- 
try Lane, Oklahoma City, Okla. Occupation: Judge, seventh judicial dis- 
trict, Oklahoma. 

7. Col. Thomas J. Drake, resident member, room 2D 672, the Pentagon, ext. 73391 
(on active duty). 
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Army Reserve members (not on active duty, except for resident member) 


. Maj. Gen. Carl T. Sutherland, CG, 8ist Infantry Division, No. 4 City Hall, 
Atlanta,Ga. Occupation: Director of personnel, city of Atlanta, Ga. 

Maj. Gen. James C. Frank, CG, 79th Infantry Division, 2451 Paxton Street, 
Harrisburg, Pa. Occupation: Insurance. 

Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, CG, 102d Infantry Division, No, 51 Kingsbury 
Place, St. Louis, Mo. Occupation: Industrial and commercial realtor. 

. Maj. Gen. Edward J. McGrew, Jr., CG, 301st Logistical Command, 22 East 
36th Street, New York, N.Y, Occupation: Chairman, New York State 
Building Code Commission. 

. Maj. Gen. James E. Rudder, CG, 90th Infantry Division, Texas A. & M. College, 
College Station, Tex. Occupation: Vice president, Texas A. & M. College 
and rancher. : 

6. Brig. Gen. Richard H. Neddersen, ADC, 91st Infantry Division, 254 Overhill 
Road, Orinda, Calif. Occupation: Assistant to the vice president (business 
affairs), University of California. ‘ 

7. Col. Ralph W. Hansen, resident member, room 2D 676, the Pentagon, ext. 74369 

(on active duty). 
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Regular Army members (all on active duty) 


. Maj. Gen. John W. Bowen, Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Components. 

. Maj. Gen. Hugh P. Harris, operations, plans, and training officer, Continental 
U.S. Army Command. 

Maj. Gen. O. C. Troxel, Jr., Director of Organization and Training, Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Military Operations. 

. Brig. Gen. George R. Mather, Assistant Director of Military Personnel Man- 
agement, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel. 

Brig. Gen. Robert N. Tyson, Assistant Comptroller of the Army. 

Col. Kenneth A. Ward, Chief, Organization and Training Division, Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Intelligence. 

. Col. Robert B. Taylor, Director of Personnel, Deputy Chief of Staff for 

Logistics. 
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MEMBERS OF THE AIR RESERVE Forces PoLicy COMMITTEE 
ANGUS MEMBERS 


Maj. Gen. Clarence A. Shoop, 1117 Angelo Drive, Beverly Hills, Calif., chairman 
(vice president, Hughes Aircraft Corp. ). 

Brig. Gen. Allison Maxwell, 6023 Evanston Avenue, Indianapolis, Ind. (owner of 
a laundry). 

Brig. Gen. William W. Spruance, 27 Selborne Drive, Centerville, Wilmington, 
Del. (executive, Du Pont Corp.). 

Brig. Gen. Bernard M. Davey, 1838 Moores Mill Road, Atlanta, Ga. (base detach- 
ment commander (air technician) ). 

Brig. Gen. Philip E. Tukey, Jr., 42 Beecher Park, Bangor, Maine (base detach- 
ment commander (air technician) ). 

Col. James M. Trail, 3701 Mountain View Drive, Boise, Idaho (base detachment 
commander (air technician) ). 

Alternates 

Brig. Gen. Frank Bailey, 2800 North Filmore Street, Little Rock, Ark. (base de- 
tachment commander (air technician) ), 

Brig. Gen. George R. Doster, Jr., 428 Longview Drive, Birmingham, Ala. (base 
detachment commander (air technician) ). 


AFRES MEMBERS 


Brig. Gen. John H. Foster, 111 Sheraton Drive, San Antonio, Tex., chairman 
(insurance executive). 

Brig. Gen. John O. Bradshaw, 1314 Sunset Lane, West Lafayette, Ind. (owner, 
manufacturing business). 


Brig. Gen. Ramsay D. Potts, Jr., 910 17th Street NW., Washington, D.C. 
(attorney). 


Col. Asa W. Candler, 4011 Pine Hill Place NW., Atlanta, Ga. (attorney). 
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Col. Jack P. Crowther, 9505 South Denker Street, West Los Angeles, Calif. 
(superintendent of education, Los Angeles County). 


Col. Roger L. Zeller, 329 Mary Louise Drive, San Antonio, Tex. (insurance exec- 
utive and a chainstore owner). 


Alternates 
Col. Donald T. Carney, 16 Martin Lane, Englewood, Colo. (bank president). 
Col. Edward J. Haseltine, Reeds Ferry, N.H. (owner of a lumber-treating firm). 


COMPOSITION OF THE NATIONAL NAVAL RESERVE Po.ticy BoarRpD 


Rear Adm. Robert T. S. Keith, USN, President. 
Rear Adm. John W. McHiroy, U.S. Naval Reserve, Deputy Chief, Naval Reserve 


Training Command.* 
Capt. Alexander Jackson, Jr., U.S. Navy.* 


Capt. Bengt N. Bengtson, Medical Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Richard S. Rogers, U.S. Navy, commanding officer, Naval Air Reserve 
Training Unit, NAS, Norfolk.’ 

Capt. Theodore D. Dabagh, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Bertram E. Williams, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Michael Kevolic, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Capt. Thomas M. Foster, U.S. Navy.* 


Capt. Julius 8S. Ungar, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Comdr. William T. Thomas, U.S. Naval Reserve. 

Comdr. Pascol J. Townsend, Jr., U.S. Naval Reserve. 
Comdr. Henry Tetrev, Dental Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve. 
Comdr. Harry 8S. Vandegrift, U.S. Naval Reserve. 


Comdr. Richard N. Doolittle, Civil Engineer Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve. 
Comdr. Carl F. Bunje, Supply Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve. 


Comdr. Charles E. Mason, U.S. Naval Reserve, commanding officer, U.S. Naval 
Reserve Training Center, Jersey City, N.J.* 
Lt. Comdr. Charles F. Schermerhorn, U.S. Naval Reserve. 
Lt. Comdr. Waldimir P. Kresan, U.S. Naval Reserve, commanding officer, U.S. 
Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Worcester, Mass.’ 
Lt. Leroy H. Scott, Jr., U.S. Naval Reserve. 
Mr. Rivers. You know we are going to ask you a lot of questions. 
Because you have a lot of information that a lot of people don’t have. 
At this point, I do want you to understand that we do resist the 
cutting down of the sizes of these organizations below what our in- 
formation directs that we should consider seriously, from the sources 
of our information. And we think that that is our right. Don’t 
you think so? And I was glad to hear what you said about the Na- 
tional Guard. I am not surprised to hear you s: y that. You take the 
pentomic setup; the National Guard has jumped into that thing full 
s ’ 
Secretary Minton. No question about it. 
Mr. Rivers. And it is a fine thing. 
I think it is your turn, General. 
Mr. Anperson. I don’t know whether the Secretary had finished 
his statement. 
Mr. Rivers. Have you finished your statement ? 
Secretary Mizton. I mentioned that there were 8 of these 15 
areas—— 
Mr. Anperson. He was only on the first one when we interrupted 


Secretary Mixtron. There were two of them. The second one is 
corollary to the first one. 
Mr. Rivers. I am guilty of stopping you. 


1 Active duty. 
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Secretary Mrrron. Let me go on. Let me touch on these five more. 
Really there were just seven. 

We are asking that consideration be given in the Army Nurse Corps 
and the Medical Service Corps; that is, the women of the Medical 
Service Corps, to promotion to the rank of lieutenant colonel. It is 
restricted at the present time. That is one of those things which 
I know will come up a little later. 

Another item that is bound to come up for deliberation—and this 
is a part of both of the bills. The time element in promoting from 
lieutenant colonel to colonel, is not quite in consonance with the time 
period in the Army that is required. 

At the present time we are promoting lieutenant colonels to colonels 
in the Reserve at about 19 years. That is, 19 years of service. In 
the Active Army it is running about 25 years of service. 

Our effort has always been, as Mr. Finucane has so ably pointed 
out—what you said you wanted was to keep the reservist and the 
Regular coalined. We think in this particular if we had some flexi- 
bility to adjust. between the lieutenant colonels and colonels, it would 
be more helpful than the rigid provision that we have now. 

We will bring more details to you on that score a little later. 

Mr. Rivers. You mentioned the women segment of the military. 

Secretary Mirron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers, Are you going to mention in your point the chaplains? 

Secretary Miron. I don’t have them listed. But I knew that all 
of these points will be brought out. And I do have some experts 
here who are quite versed on every detail of this. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Mr. Chairman, that is not included in the Depart- 
ment of Defense bill, but it is a part of the bill H.R. 5083. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. May I ask one question ? 

Mr. Secretary, what is the rank limitation on nurses? 

Secretary Mivron. Lieutenant colonel, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Lieutenant colonel ? 

Secretary Miron. I think that is right; yes, leutenant colonel. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In other words 

Secretary Mirron. But we are limited in number in the Reserves. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In other words, a Reserve officer, a Reserve nurse 
on active duty today can be promoted to lieutenant colonelecy and no 
higher ? 

Secretary Mriuron. In the Reserve only. She can become a colonel 
RA or AUS, if she is on active duty. However, in the Reserve she 
can’t go beyond the grade of lieutenant colonel. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, sir, go ahead, sir. 

Secretary Minron. Another thing that we should like to have cor- 
rected in this law is to grant us authority for the unit promotion of 
Wacs, Under the present law a woman in the Army Corps, the Wom- 
en’s Army Corps, in one of our units, who occupies a vacancy is consid- 
ered for promotion with all other Wacs, unit and nonunit. We think 
that. we should have the authority to handle the Wac in a unit space, 
exactly the way we handle other wnit officers. We just don’t under- 
stand why we have to have a distinction for pulling them in and con- 
sidering them in the broad area. 
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Another area that we certainly hope you will give consideration to, 
is part of the bill: We think that a National Guard officer, when 
transferred to the Reserve, should to be transferred in the highest 
temporary grade that ey oe ever held—not necessarily the grade 
in which he is currently serving. We believe this would be more 
equitable and it is in line with the policies for the U.S. Army Reserve. 

The last one that I would like to call to your attention is that 
officers in the inactive National Guard or on the inactive status list 
have no age or service limitations. We believe the time has come 
when they should be liable to the same criteria as you have prescribed 
for the active reservist. If we are to give vitality to the Reserve— 
and that is what your law was intended to do and is doing—we 
shouldn’t have the inactive segment of it free from the elimination 
rules and regulations which are applicable to the active segment. 

Those are the areas, Mr. Chairman, that I particularly wanted to 
touch upon. There are others, I know, which will be brought out by 
queries. I hope that I have adequate backup here to answer any de- 
tail that you or any member of your committee desires. 

Mr. Rivers. If you had you way about it, without any other forces 
over which you have control, would you have more recommendations to 
make to the committee than you have this morning ? 

Secretary Mirron. I ee have gone on through the other seven. 
I just pulled these out because I thought that they were the ones of 
most serious import and the ones to which I ought to address—— 

Mr. Rivers. Do you feel that there are other areas for which we 
should strive, that we can’t now because of limitations placed on us? 

Secretary Mizron. Limitations placed on you? 

Mr. Rivers. Placed on this bill, by the Bureau of the Budget. Now, 
if that is going to put you in the middle—don’t let’s get you in any 
more trouble than you get in normally. [Laughter.] 

Because if you are like me, trouble will pick you out of the crowd. 
[ Further laughter. | 

Secretary Mirron. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me say this 

Mr. Rivers. Why don’t you answer me and say “We always strive 
for better things as time comes along, and I want’ 

Secretary Minton. We are always striving for the best defense we 
can have. [ Laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. I think you are more than willing to respond to our 
inquiries and I don’t want to get you mixed up. We have many wit- 
nesses who might bring some things to our attention that we don’t 
know about right now. 

Now, General, did I take—— 

Mr. Anperson. How much longer are we going to continue, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

Mr. Rivers. I want to say this: The House will not be in session 
tomorrow, I don’t think. And because of the commitments of many 
members for Decoration Day—off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. So since Decoration Day comes tomorrow and since 
there are so many commitments, we can’t meet tomorrow, and it will 
ke difficult for a lot of our members because of the distances to be 
back here on Monday. So I think it would be better to start again 
on Tuesday. How does that sound to the committee ? 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. Tuesday at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Rivers. And when we will have adjourned today, I think we 
better meet at 10 o’clock on Tuesday. That will give all of the Regu- 
lar, the Reserves, the Ready, and the Standby, an opportunity, as well 
as the executive branch, an opportunity to get our responsibility. 

Of course, while you are all going home, the legislative branch will 
take a few days respite. 

Now, we will meet again on Tuesday. 

Mr. Statrnsuek. I have just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Mr. Van Zandt has asked you a couple of ques- 
tions about the promotion of unit officers. I think it would help the 
committee in its deliberations if you could provide the committee 
with a table reflecting the average age of officers by grade in the unit 
promotion system. And if the other services would provide a similar 
table, it would give us an idea as to whether or not the unit promotion 
system in respect to the Army is setrowes, in perhaps overage officers. 

Did I make myself clear, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Mirron. The data will be provided you, sir. 

Mr. StatrnsHexk. Thank you, sir. 

Question. What is the average age by grade of unit officers of the Reserve com- 
ponents of the Army? 


Answer. The average age of unit officers of the Reserve components of the 
Army is estimated to be— 











ARMY AIR FORCE 
Estimated av- Estimated av- 
Grade erage age Grade erage age 
RON Sa cB sc crc ere, | En ens ae ee eee 50 
Lieutenant colone]____________- 45. 0| Lieutenant colonel____..._.-__--. 43 
MGS. cj als acl euwe a nek | GOT RIOR bso baw Ps tes b es 5 40 
ING teins. ia ot bc asian 35. 9 | Captain. __- AAA, 5 IE a 37 
a ee ee RR | i AE tin R RAS 29 
OS RRR see 26; Oliaa liehtenant: SS 26 
Average age in grade of Naval Reserve officers assigned to units in a drill pay 
status 
Number of 
Grade Age officers in 
sample 

RE Se SY SEED ee CST > Le ee aE ee See ee Rey 9 50.0 13 
aR) SN Sah SET EAE LR BO St ae Mie AS Pl Pati 42.0 609 
LASOORATS COUMATIOIGES.. .. ... on nce cctnkb bb th idddh Joh b bob bb tiss cb kde bee se see 37.5 2, 631 
RI nn 6 i oon che nope ds Ubiginiinca isdn agudenbaiuimddaein abe -akuli hedgiedsanll 32.7 3, 356 
TideeOeamy Camel Grades oon od ik don nk bdo dpb dete db bbb namo qe Geb 28.9 808 
Sid d a aaiial nal ncdain ba ciidiadnipben di nsmiembataebanindanmetabmannaten aad 26.0 52 











Nore.—The above represents a study of the age-in-grade averages for officers assigned to drill pay units 
of the Naval Air Reserve. Although precise statistics are not available for nonaviatian units, the average 
ages of this group are known to be somewhat lower. 


Mr. Rivers. Let’s see if we can’t finish with the Secretary this morn- 

ing and then have him on call if we need him. 
r. ANDERSON. I have two questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Anverson. The first one would simply be a request for informa- 
tion that could be provided by the Secretary’s staff. Although we 
can’t tell what the rates of attrition have been in all of the grades, I 
think we could quite easily in the general officer grades. So I would 
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ask if you might say who have moved out of general officer table of 
organization billets in each of the recent years, as far back as is con- 
venient. 

Secretary Mirron. Say over the last 5 years, during the operation of 
this bill ? 

Mr. Anpverson. Yes, that would be adequate. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Reserve general officers of Army removed from an active status since the effective 
date of the ROPA 1954 (July 1, 1955) 























| Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year Total 
1956 1957 1958 1959 ! 
Major genera]. .___..__.__-___-_-_.--_-..-- 3 | 13 8 8 30 
EE Seo eS ll | 15 12 5 43 
Seren: 14 28 20 11 73 





1 As of May 29, 1959. 


Mr. Anperson. And I have one other question pertaining specifi- 
cally to your first recommendation about consideration of unit officers 
for promotion with the option of not accepting that promotion even 
though they are selected, in order that they may stay with their unit. 

Your proposal that unit officers be considered for promotion, with 
the option of not accepting a promotion: What would you think of the 
installation of a system such as we had prior to World War II, in 
which those officers who are selected for promotion would be given 
the equivalent of what we used to call a certificate of capacity, which 
indicated that they had been selected and were fully qualified and 
then when there was a vacancy for them somewhere in the grade 
structure they were promoted. 

Now, if such a certificate of capacity could be issued to the officer 
and he would say “They haven't anybody else to take the unit, I have 
to stay here”—maybe that might be 2 years or 3. Then when they 
find a suitable replacement he could be retired and at that time the 
certificate of capacity could be made effective and he could be given 
promotion. 

Secretary Miron. Well, my off-the-cuff opinion is that there is 
nothing wrong with it. The fact of the matter is: if he has been 
considered and found to be fully qualified, I don’t see why he 
shouldn’t be given a statement to that effect. 

Mr. Anverson. I thank the Secretary. That was the only other 
question. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, I am glad you mentioned the WAC a 
while ago. Because we have a champion of the WAC here. And 
during the absence of the chairman of this subcommittee, it didn’t make 
a particle of difference, because our champion made the report for 
the committee, and it was made better than the chairman would have 
made it. 

Now, Mrs. St. George may have a question about it. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorez. Mr. Chairman, you are very kind. I deeply re- 
gretted your absence and I am certainly greatly relieved that in spite 
of that absence the bill did go through the committee. It is to be 
reported, I understand, on the floor of the House on Monday. 
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Mr. Rivers. That is right. And we are going to get it through 
by unanimous consent. 


Mrs. Sr. Georce. Yes, sir. 
Secretary Miuron. Good. 


Mr. Rivers. Anyway, we will get that WAC bill through. 
Secretary Miuron. That will be fine. 


Mr. Rivers. If you will notice, we didn’t have any success until we 
got Mrs. St. George on the committee. 


Secretary Mirron. We will welcome that one. We have worked 
on it for a long time. 


Mr. Rivers. You worked hard on it. 


Mrs. St. George. It wasn’t Mrs. St. George. It was time and ex- 
perience. 


Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Wampler—had you finished? Did you fin- 
ish, Mrs. St. George? 

Mrs, Sr. Georce. Yes, I finished. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wamrter. Nothing. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain ? 

Mr. CuHamBer.arn, Nothing. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, does that complete your statement ? 

Secretary Miiron. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Rivers. Anything else you want to put in the record ¢ 


Secretary Miiron. No, sir. But I stand ready to come back any 
time. 


(The complete written statement of Secretary Milton is as fol- 
lows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is always a pleasure for me 
to appear before this committee. Your interest in our problems and determina- 
tion to insure the Nation a strong and well-prepared Reserve structure has con. 
tributed greatly to the tremendous increase we have experienced during the past 
few years in the mobilization readiness of the Reserve components of the Army. 
I want you to know that Secretary Brucker and I appreciate this hard work. 
This morning we are here to ask you to consider and refine the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954, to bring it up to date and more in line with the laws gov- 
erning Regular officers. 

Secretary Finucane, Department of Defense, has very ably stated the princi- 
ples that were used in developing the amendments contained in this bill. I 
wholeheartedly agree with these principles. 

I will address my comments to those amendments affecting Reserve officers of 
the Army. After the enactment of ROPA, we found that our thinking as ex- 
pressed in regulations was very much in line with the thinking of this committee 
when it developed the law. We have found that ROPA is basically a sound and 
workable law. It provides the reservist with a sound guide so that he can 
efficiently and effectively plan his Reserve career. We have had very few com- 
plaints from Reserve officers concerning the provisions of the law. 

However, since July 1, 1955, the effective date of ROPA, there have been, as 
you then predicted, certain deficiencies noted. Thus with the guidance of the 
General Staff Committee on Army National Guard and Army Reserve Policy and 
other agencies interested in Reserve affairs, the amendments contained in the 
H.R. 7325 have been developed. They are designed to improve the law and to 
provide greater assistance in its implementation. The amendments will provide 
for more equitable treatment of Reserve officers. For example, the amendments 
pertaining to Reserve nurses and other female officers will provide treatment 
similar to that given Regular officers. 

As has been pointed out, the proposed amendments to the bill are of varying 
concern, but when taken collectively, they assume great importance. 

We are prepared to discuss each amendment separately and in detail; however, 
there is one which I consider to be of considerable importance and which I would 
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like to treat briefly with you at this time. This amendment concerns the promo- 
tion system now in effect in the Army. As you know, we have two systems. 
First, officers who are assigned to units may be promoted, upon completion of pre- 
scribed time in grade, to fill a unit vacancy in the next higher grade. Second, 
we have a system for the promotion of the nonunit officer. This system requires 
that he be considered for promotion upon completion of prescribed time in 
grade and, if found qualified, that he be promoted regardless of grade structure 
vacancies. The unit officer may advance in grade slightly faster than the non- 
unit officer, because the prescribed time in grade for the unit officer is somewhat 
less than that prescribed for the nonunit officer. However, if there is no unit 
vacancy, the unit officer does not have an opportunity for advancement. 

In some instances, the unit officer may not advance in grade as fast as his con- 
temporary who is in a nonunit status because there is no vacancy for him. Ac- 
cordingly, we would like to have authority to consider these unit officers for pro- 
motion when they complete periods of service corresponding to that prescribed 
for the nonunit officer. Such authority would provide an opportunity for ad- 
vancement for qualified unit officers in cases where there is no vacancy. Also, 
it will prevent the development of situation where we would have officers in 
units who are considerably overage in grade. 

Connected with this, there is an amendment to correct an erroneous cross- 
reference with respect to unit officer promotions. This correction would remove 
any doubt that, when there is a vacancy in a unit, and there is a qualified officer 
available for promotion to fill that vacancy, he may be promoted to fill that 
vacancy without regard to overall grade structure vacancies. 

The amendments that I have mentioned and the others will be presented to you 
in detail later, and I can assure you that their enactment will serve to improve 
the Army title of ROPA by correcting certain deficiencies therein, and will pro- 
vide for more equitable treatment of Reserve officers of the Army. 


Mr. Rivers. We will excuse you. If we need you, we will call you. 

Secretary Mizron. Thank you very much. It is an honor to be 
with you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. We are adjourned until 10 o’clock, Tuesday. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, J une 2, 1959.) 





Hovuss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTER ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SupcomMiITree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, June 2, 1959. 
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 
Mr. Rrvers. I am going to ask the committee to come to order. 
Since we do have a quorum, as I have said before, we are going to 
continue this morning with consideration of H.R. 7325 and other 
proposals on this general subject. Our first witness this morning 
- aj. Gen. R. A. Grussendorf, Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve 
orces. 
General Grussendorf, we understand that your schedule is very 
heavy. For that reason we are very glad to hear you at this time, so 


that you can fill a lot of other requirements of your very responsible. 


position. 
General GrussenporF. I appreciate that very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you. 


Mr. Rivers. General, we will let you go ahead. I notice you have. 


a short statement. Then we might ask you a few questions. 
General GrussenporF. Certainly. 








st h/t COM 


Pn el ee 











2027 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this op- 
portunity to appear before you in support of H.R. 7325. 

As Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Forces, I am naturally con- 
cerned with all matters affecting our Reserve officers. The Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force has directed my Office to exert every effort to 
see that our Reserve Forces are considered as a part of Active 
Force in our plans and programs and that our reservists participate in 
the policy determinations that affect them. As a result my office has 
been continually involved in the development of the Air Force section 
of this bill. 

Perhaps the committee will be interested in how the Air Staff went 
about developing our proposals. After we had gained sufficient ex- 
perience operating under ROPA, all activities having to do with 
the Reserve program were solicited for information as to problem 
areas and suggestions for changes. 

Proposals were received from many sources, including the National 
Guard Bureau, local Reserve policy committees in the field and from 
resolutions of the various service associations. 

All these suggestions were thoroughly staffed by a formal Air Staff 
Working Group. Its report was then reviewed by an ad hoc commit- 
tee appointed by the Chief of Staff. On that committee were senior 
officers representing the Air Force Reserve, the Air National Guard 
and the active duty reservists; and, in addition, representatives from 
the Reserve Officers Association, the National Guard Association and 
the Air Force Association. This ad hoe committee submitted its 
recommendations to the Chief of Staff through the regularly consti- 
tuted Air Force Committee on Reserve Policy. 

It is my personal conviction that this method produced a group 
of proposals which, as incorporated in this bill, represent the most 
practicable solutions to the problems they are designed to overcome. 

For this reason I am most pleased to recommend your favorable 
consideration of the proposals contained in the Air Force portion of 
H.R. 7325. I can assure you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, that it is our purpose in the Air Force to treat our Re- 
serve officers fairly and as full partners on the Air Force team. 

Your efforts in the past, through the enactment of laws such as 
the Armed Forces Reserve Act and the Reserve Officer Personnel Act 
give us the foundations for a sound Reserve. I am sure this will 
again be true in your actions on this bill which is before you today. 

That concludes my statement, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, General. 

Before I ask you any questions and before I ask you to permit the 
other members of the subcommittee to inquire on a few things that 
may come to their own minds—before we do get started, and since we 
do have a larger membership, I want to call the attention of the 
subcommiteee to the presence here this morning of the Board mem- 
bers of the Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board for the fiscal year 
1959. 

I had the pleasure of meeting these gentlemen a few moments ago, 
and other who were here. But I am going—and I want this on the 
record. I want to recognize “% Gen. Walter Churchill, Col. George 
E. Tomlinson, Col. Harold J. Mitchener, Col. George M. Lhamon, 


Col. Owen M. Hines, Lt. Col. William J. Hannan, Lt. Col. William 
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W. Barron III, Lt. Sylvan J. Kaplan, Lt. Col. James A. Crotinger, 
Lt. Col. John KF, Jenswold, Maj. James G. Cage, Maj. Theodore 
Wyatt, and Maj. Jean Dur fee. 

If you gentlemen and this lively young lady will stand, we want to 
recognize you and say to you lady and gentlemen of this distinguished 
Board we are very happy to have you. We are complimented with 
your presence. 

We know the wonderful work you are doing and we are proud of 
you. We are proud of the organization you represent. And we are 
complimented to have men of your standing, to give of your time 
to help in this very, very important task you have undertaken. 

Thank you so very much for being present. 

Now whoever is the spokesman, 1f you want to say anything, we 
would be glad to have you say something. 

General Cucrcumi. Mr. Chairman, I am Brig. Gen. Walter 
Churchill. 

Mr. Rivers. He is in charge. 

General Cuurcuitt. U.S. Marine Corps Reserve. 

Mr. Chairman, I didn’t come here prepared to make any statements, 
but we certainly are very happy to have this opportunity to appear 
before your committee and we are looking forward to seeing the 
procedures. We know it will enhance our abilities to go back on our 
Board, which is just beginning their sessions this week. So it will 
give us some ideas and possibly something to think about. We cer- 
tainly appreciate the opportunity. 

Mr. Rivers. We want your Board to know that any time we can 
be of service to you our doors are always open. Mr. Slatinshek, 
our counsel, and every member of the committee is vitally interested 
in the Reserve program, and particularly yours. 

You have a membership on our committee. I believe maybe you 
have heard of Russ Blandford. So you know the way to get to us, 
if you need us. Weare very glad to have you. 

General Cuurcuitt. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, General Grussendorf—thank you for your state- 
ment. I notice it is short; it is concise, and it is to the point. And 
you addressed yourself to the policy, and your source of information 
and your source of assistance and counsel, as we expected, which is 
a very good thing. 

We don’t want to lose sight of this one thing. This proposal before 
us and this subject matter before us is not eae esigned for 
Reserves on active duty. This is designed for the Reserves on inactive 
duty, for the pool of the Reserves whom we have and the vehicle 
whereby they can expect and equip themselves for advancement and 
preparation for the billets in the tables of organization and the re- 
quirements therefor in the Ready Reserve force. 

I notice that you have mentioned those who contribute—speaking 
of the ad hoc committee’s work. 

General Grussendorf, you addressed yourself to the Air Force 
section of the bill, as it affects the Air Force section. Now we hear 
a lot about uniformity and equality of the Reserves and the Regulars. 
We strive to make things as uniform as we can, without destroying 
the personality of the forces. 
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Could we have a uniform act that would apply equally—for instance, 
a Selection Board—to the Army, the Navy, the Marine Corps, and the 
Air Force alike? 

General GrussenporrF. Mr. Chairman, I would like to think that 
such an act would be possible, although it is my understanding that 
there are certain factors which cannot and should not apply at this 
time across the board. 

The details of those particular factors I can’t recount or identify 
exactly. I believe that the Navy Reserve officer structure is a little bit 
different than that in the Air Force, and for that reason I spoke to 
what I think I can answer as it applies to the Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, you got Colonel Brackett behind you there. 

General GrussenvorF. Colonel Brackett. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. Colonel Brackett is your specialist, isn’t he? 

General GRUSSENDORF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We found that out ona trip we had. And you naturally 
have got to address yourself to the policy, General. You leave the 
details to the colonel. P 

But I would like to ask you some general questions. Have you had 
a lot of agitation from your segment of the Reserve components for 
bringing up to date the Reserve Officer Personnel Act ? 

General Grussenporr. I don’t think I would use the term “agita- 
tion.” 

Mr. Rivers. I mean have you had a lot of requests ¢ 

General Grussenvorr. There has been 

Mr. Rivers. That there was a need for bringing it up to current 
status ¢ 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir; I think that can be answered in the 
affirmative, that there was a feeling upon the part of the Air Force 
Reserve officers that the original ROPA was not satisfactory in many 
respects and that certain amendments were necessary in order to 
modernize it. 

Mr. Rivers. Now we realize we have to be objective, and we realize 
that in all legislation there have to be areas where we have to enter 
and work it out by way of a compromise of conflicting views. Every- 
body knows that. 

General GrussENbDorF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now with that in mind, from where you sit, where 
would you think is the area where there is the most discussion for the 
need of changes in the original act, so far as it applies to the Air Force? 
Do you have complaints that you don’t have enough generals, enough 
colonels, enough lieutenant colonels, and that they sit in these billets 
too long and they are stymied? What is the area in which we find that 
they feel that the ROPA as it now exists in the statute books needs to 
be changed? Do they think that the percentage of these officers I 
have enumerated is too small or too large, or what? 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Mr. Chairman, would you yield ? 

Mr. Rivers. Certainly. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I wonder if you would revise your question by 
asking the general to describe the areas where the ROPA is not satis- 
factory’? I happen to be one of those who sat here and wrote ROPA. 

General GrussenporrF. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I would like to know about these areas of dissatis- 
faction. 
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Mr. Rivers. That is what I want. 
General Grussenvorr. Yes, sir. I think I understand your ques- 
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

I believe I would select as the first area—an area that could be 
improved would be in the unit promotion field. 

r. Rivers. That is the unit ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Grussenporr. The officers now serving in the grades of 
captain and major that are in units have found it very difficult to 
make satisfactory progress in the way of promotion because of the 
bulge and the procedures used. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute now. I notice you use the word “pro- 
cedures.” Do the procedures stem from the deficiencies in the con- 
tents of the act or are the procedures as outlined by the administra- 
tive end of the Air Force ? 

General Grussenporr. No,sir. They are now as outlined in the act. 

Mr. Rivers. In the act. , 

General Grussenporr. It is more of a technicality than an admin- 
istrative or a procedural thing. It is in the act, though, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And in that area the act needs clarification ¢ 

General GrussenporFr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. May I continue? 

Mr. Rivers. Certainly 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Then, General, I understand that the provisions 
of law that govern unit promotion is limiting or restricting the func- 
tion of the Air Force Reserve ; is that correct? Or does it bring about 
discrimination ? 

General Grussenporr. It has not impinged or restricted the activi- 
ties of the reservist. It has been more of a morale problem than an 
operational matter, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. OR. 

_ Mr. Rivers. Anything that affects the morale affects the organ- 
ization. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. That is right. 

General Grussenvorr. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It follows. 

General Grussenporr. But one you can definitely pin a fault on in 
some areas. But morale is altogether—it is No. 1, practically. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

General Grussenporr. In any organization. 

Mr. Rivers. It could be the kind of shoes you wear. Anything that 
affects morale affects organization. 

General Grussenvorr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the next thing, General? You say that is the 
greatest. Goahead. You can help him, Colonel. 

Colonel Brackett (aside) .) 
neral Grussenporr. Well, we have in this bill—there are approxi- 
mately 14 out of 16 general items that the Air Force was interested 
in, that we thought should be amended in the original act. Of that 
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number, 14 of the Air Force—16 are still in the act—and we consider 
them the foremost 14 in priority. 

I will just mention this grade structure in the units and the promo- 
tion possibilities. The pusher clause has created some difficulties by 
moving people into grades and creating a hump throughout the Re- 
serve structure. 

To go into details on that, Mr. Chairman—I have done my very 
best to understand all the whys and wherefores of that pusher pro- 
vision, and I find it real difficult. 

If there is further clarification on that desired, I would beg your 
leave to ask Colonel Brackett to expand on that subject. But that 
is one of the areas. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, can you think of anything else in general terms? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Where does your hump exist, General, in what 
rank? Is it the senior? 

General GrussenporF. Well 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The senior officers ? 

General Grussenporr. Well right dead in the middle, is my under- 
standing. Major and lieutenant colonel is the primary hump. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. General, what else? Did I understand you to say that 
Air Force, that is you, in your shop, made certain recommendations 
which passed your organization, the Air Force. Your organization 
is the Defense Department. And further, they were deleted in the 
Bureau of the Budget? Did you volunteer that? If you didn’t volun- 
teer it, maybe you would want to clarify it. You better not volunteer 
anything on the Bureau of the Budget. In those circumstances, you 
better let me ask the question. We recognize things have to be 
screened. 

Now would you say that the majority of things which came about 
in your shop were ultimately presented to the Congress ? 

eneral GrusseNpDoRF. These were suggestions made within the Air 
Force. They were not top priority of our recommendations. I said 
they were 14 out of 16. 

he two that were eliminated temporarily, we were asked to recon- 
sider them. There was no strong objection on the part of the Air 
Force, saying “Well, they should be considered now.” We felt that 
was a fair request to reconsider, that we did need more information 
ourselves on it. 

Those two provisions were: One that would permit the retention 
of line captains and professional majors in positions calling for the 
next lower grade. 

Then another proviso which would protect Air Reserve technicians 
from mandatory elimination due to length of service until age 60. 

We haven’t had—particularly on the last, enough experience with 
the air technician plan. I think that one certainly can be deferred. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

General Grussenvorr. The first one, on the retention of captains 
and majors, and some of the other provisions—— 

Mr. Rivers. Aren’t they vital to the lifeblood of the unit? 
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General Grussenvorr. Yes, sir. But I think we are showing up 
ways, where the provisions of that proviso can be taken care of to 
a sufficient degree administratively. 

Mr. Rivers. Because you will not find all units equipped with the 
latest and up-to-date mechanics and technicians, I don’t imagine. 
I mean you will find some more up-to-date units. I don’t want to re- 
flect on them. But I mean it would be more difficult to get a nearly in- 
dispensable man in a unit than it would be on active duty com- 
pletely ? 

General Grussenporr. Mr. Chairman, are you speaking to the Air 
Reserve technical category ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. Iam asking you. I would think so, I don’t 
know. I may be in error. 

General Grussenporr. I am not sure that I understand your 
question, Mr. Chairman. If it our feeling of the value of the tech- 
nician program, I could assure you that we think a great deal of it. 

Mr. Rivers. No. I say—you recommended that these two categories 
be retained. Because they are important—the technicians and the 
pe a wr a 

yeneral GrussenporF. Well, sir, they were originally suggestions 
to be incorporated as amendments. 

Mr. Rivers. Right. 

General Grussenporr. I think we can take care of the first one ad- 
ministratively. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Grussenporr. I meant to say that the Air Force did not 
feel that they had to be a part of this bill under consideration. 

Mr. Rivers. What I was saying was that each of those categories, 
each one is important to the unit ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And where you got good men, you don’t want to get rid 
of them. Because you don’t get them overnight, or you don’t get 
themeasy. It takes years to develop them. 

General Grussenporr. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That is my point. 

General Grussenporr. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that true? 

General Grussenporr. I agree with that point. 

Mr. Rivers. You feel the first one may be taken care of adminis- 
tratively, or the second one, but the other requires time, and that by 
not taking it up now will not affect the organization? Is that what 
you are trying to tell me? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir; I think that is a fair statement. 
But the matter of maintaining the Reserve technicians from manda- 
tory elimination due to length of service until age 60-——— 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman. 

General GrussenporF. We are just completing our first year in this 
air technician program in the Air Force Reserve. I don’t think—in 
fact, I know that this problem is not going to be critical for quite a 
few years hence. But we have taken in younger people. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to ask you, General, as many general ques- 
tions as We can. 

General Grussenporr. Certainly. 
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Mr. Rivers. Is that all you want to tell me about those points? 

General GrussenvborFr. General Anderson. 

Mr. Anverson. On that same point, what rank are you thinking of 
when you are speaking of technicians ? 

General Grussenporr. They would cover, I believe, General Ander- 
son, all grades. It would be at age 60. But it would depend upon 
the time that they were taken in or recruited under the technician 
plan. And at the time, then, age 60 would catch up with them. 

I think it would cover—probably most of them would be in the 
middle grade structure, but they could go all the way through. 

Mr. Anperson. Are you speaking of warrant officers 

General Grussenpborr. Officers only, 

Mr. Anperson. Just officers ? 

General Grussenporr. Right, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. And they are recruited to do a specific job and are 
kept in that assignment doing that type of a job; is that the case? 

General GrussENDORF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. General Anderson, may I try to clear this up a 
little bit ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The general is referring to a program whereby 
the Air Force hires civilian employees as technicians in connection 
with their Reserve program. However, these people will also have a 
Reserve commission. 

Now one of the advantages of this program, of course, is that they 
can concurrently ultimately retire under title III. However, under 
existing provisions of ROPA, they would be forced out prior to the 
time they would accumulate time for title III retirement or civil 
service retirement. 

So they are losing these people. At least they tell us that and are 
not able to attract a high caliber of people they would like. For that 
reason they wanted an exception cranked into ROP, is that correct ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Why are they losing them ? 

Explain that. 

General Grussenporr. That is information I do not have. I didn’t 
know that we were actually losing people. 

Mr. SuatrnsHex. Well, perhaps I have anticipated the problem 
a little bit. But the program is what I have described it to be, is that 
correct, General—civil technicians who have a Reserve commission ? 

General Grussenpborr. They cover all grades. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

General Grussenporr. They are also in the airmen grade. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Yes, sir. But what you wish to do is of course 
exempt them from the mandatory attrition features of ROPA as it 
is presently written. 

General GrussenporF. Well, those mandatory provisions do not 
take effect until 1960. So it is not going to bother this group. 

Mr. SiatrnsHex. Until next year. 

General Grussenporr. But there has been I think very excellent 
response on the matter of hiring these people—the combination of 
hiring and recruiting, because they are both civilians and they are 
members of the unit. They do have a Reserve ready obligation. And 
they work 5 days a week as a civilian and the rest of the time they 
are bona fide officers and airmen in the unit itself. 
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Mr. Anpzrson. I think the counsel’s explanation answers my 
question. 

Mr. Rivers. Are there any other questions by other members? 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bray. Go ahead. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. General, I apologize for being late. I had another 
committee meeting. 

These amendments to the law that you are proposing, do they stem 
from the Air Staff working group mentioned in your testimony here? 

General GrussENDoRF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Now, does the Reserve have representation on that 
Air Staff working group ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Do you go beyond the active duty officers, whether 
Regulars or Reserve, in composing that group ? 

neral GRUSSENDORF. The ad hoc group—is that what you are 
referring to? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Well, I am referring to the Air Staff basque | 
group. “All of these suggestions were thoroughly reviewed by a sta 
working group.” 

Now my understanding is after the working group worked on these 
proposals you then referred them to an ad hoc committee ¢ 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. I believe I can explain that. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Yes. 

General Grussenvorr. The Air Staff group was a comparatively 
small group of people in the Reserve personnel activities. My office, 
the Director of Personnel and so on. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is a working group in the Reserve section 
of the Department of the Air Force? 

General GrussenporF. That is right. 

Then to be sure that we had the advice and counsel of all reservists 
so to speak—that is where we brought in the Reserve Policy Com- 
mittee, the Air National Policy Committee, the service associations. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

General Grussenporr. We gave them all a chance to comment, 
criticize or what have you, as they felt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Now, did the ad hoc committee settle on 16 amend- 
ments, or how many ? 

General GrusseNnporr. If I may—Colonel Brackett was part and 
parcel of all these committees, 

Mr. Van Zanvr. All right. 

General Grussenvorr. If I could let him answer that. 

Colonel Bracxert. If I may, sir. These amendments were general 
policy amendments to cover a certain problem area. They might 
have resulted technically from a legal viewpoint in one, two, three or 
four amendments in the law itself. So it 1s very hard to enumerate 
the number—to compare the number of proposals that this ad hoc 
committee made with the number of amendments that might be in 
any particular bill. 

f addition to that, of course they have been staffed considerably 
since then. But we made an estimate at the time that the ad hoc 
committee met that the ad hoc committee adopted with some modifi- 
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cation, about 75 percent of the air staff working group’s recommenda- 
tions, and about 25 percent of their recommendations consisted of 
proposals from other sources, that they themselves viewed and in- 
corporated into their report. 

r. Van Zanpr. Therefore, we are not getting the 25 percent of 
the area that was passed over by the ad hoc committee, is that right ? 

Colonel Brackett. Well—— 

Mr. Van Zanvr. What I am trying to do, Colonel, is develop the 
suggestions in the form of amendments to the law that are not in- 
corporated in the bill now before us. 

think this committee is entitled to the thinking of both the working 
committee as well as the ad hoc committee. 

Colonel Brackett. Well, the ad hoc committee’s report was made, 
again, through the Air Staff Policy Committee to the Chief of Staff. 

en that resulted in the general policy proposals which eventually 
became the amendments that arrived here. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now, do I understand that we have before us all 
of ase yeaa that were submitted to the Chief of Staff of the Air 

orce ¢ 

Colonel Brackett. No, sir. Many of them have been filtered out 
within the Air Force, within the Department of Defense and elsewhere. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Can you give us the ones that have been filtered 
out? That is what I would like to hear. 

Colonel Brackett. I think perhaps I could get them, if necessary. 

Most of it was a case of modifiction, more than filtering out—chang- 
ing and altering the various he 

o concretely state that this proposal was filtered out and this pro- 
ewe was not, is very difficult, because this was a long stafling process. 
he ad hoc committee was just a part of the staffing process. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, if we are going to get a true pic- 
ture of the Reserve Establishment of our military, we are going to have 
to have the thinking from A to Z. 

Colonel Brackett. Absolutely. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And we should just not have the thinking that was 
sent up to us by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Anverson. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Waita minute. Let me interject there. 

lt is obvious that you are not the source to get that from. You are 
too far down the totem pole. And I don’t say—even two stars might 
not help us. 

General GrussenporF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now where would be the source to go and get it? Who 
can volunteer that information ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Sir, [am sorry. 

General Grussenporr. The source to get that ? 

Mr. Rivers. I say: Where would we get that, if the committee were 
to request it? We don’t want you court-martialed the first day you 
open your mouth before this committee. I think you ought to have at 
least a week. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Anprerson. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Wait just a second. Now should we direct our request 
to the Secretary of the Air Force, to the Secretary of Defense, or to 
whom should we direct it, if we want to get the information Mr. Van 
Zandt has requested ? 
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Maybe you, General Grussendorf 
Colonel Brackerr. It would seem to me, if it is desirable in formal 
form, to the Secretary of Defense, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

General Grussenporr. I think it would be a difficult one, I mean, in 
all honesty, Mr. Chairman, to produce, because of the vast amount of 
discussion—the pros and cons and modification and finally, you might 
say agreements, compromise agreements in some cases, that were 
reached within the group that were all interested in the same result ; 
that is, interested in the Reserve program. To get the full file is 
most difficult. I would also say that a great deal of that was not even 
recorded. 

Mr. Rivers. I am sure, Mr. Van Zandt, you understand that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. We recognize that I discuss these things pro and con. 
We know that. 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. I would like to say that it is my 
feeling, in all sincerity, that there is really understood agreement on 
the part of the reservists, active duty and inactive duty, and on the 
part of the policy committee members and the associations that are 
interested in the reservists, on these amendments. The details of 
where one might have had originally one idea very strongly, and how 
it progressed to this point, I think, would be difficult if not impossible 
to submit. 

But I would like to say that it is my firm belief that there is no 
conflict that I am aware of on the part of reservists not liking this bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question to ask 
the general. 

General, we are living in a day and age now when the roles and 
missions of our services are changing rapidly. 

How much of a problem are you faced with in trying to administer 
ROPA, in view of these changing conditions! Is ROPA obsolete? 
Does it restrict your hands? Do you as the head of a Reserve section 
make this effort daily to reconstruct the structure of the Reserve effort 
and fit it into the ever-changing roles and missions of the Air Force? 

General Grussenporr. Mr. Van Zandt, I would like to say that old 
one about “That isa very good question.” 

It is one that I live with it seems like 24 hours a day, and sometimes 
longer, to try to get the Reserve force structure, not for 1959 or 1960, 
but to look ahead. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

General Grussenvorr. I am doing my best to look ahead to 1965 
and 1970, as to what we then may need in the form of Reserve forces, 
and to build to that point on a plan, that is to get a concept of Reserve 
forces, just like a national policy, that will be understood throughout 
the air staff and that everybody working on a plan or a program has 
that in mind. 

That is well along. I hope that we get that guiding principle out 
before everybody. 

Naturally the forces represented in the Reserve components will 
have to change practically on a yearly basis. But they will have a 
target. 
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My own feeling is that really the requirement for numbers of Re- 
serves will gradually go down, that we will get to be a pretty special- 
ized group, both active and Reserve wise, in time. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Well, are we going to have during the course of 
these hearings this guiding principle that you mentioned in your 
statement ? 

General Grussenvorr. I don’t know when I can promise that. 
Right now it is between the plans and programs shop of the Air Staff 
and my department. But the Chief has directed, just fairly recently, 
that this policy be developed soon. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Thank you. 

Mr. Anperson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Surely. 

Mr. Anperson. Before we get too far away from the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania’s first question, I would suggest that possibly these are 
not the people from whom we can get the current reaction of the 
reservists, and that later witnesses from the organizations that repre- 
sent the reservists can give their views of the provisions explicitly. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. Of whom the National Guard Association represent 
all services and the Reserve Officers Association represent all services. 

Mr. Rivers. That may be so. 

Mr. Anperson. And will be in a position, not necessarily to say 
what was done with their recommendation, but to take the bil that 
is before us and say whether or not there is something that 

Mr. Rivers. I think that is right. It brings me to the question the 
counsel suggested. It is the same thing that I propounded of 
Mr. 

General Grussenporr. I was going to suggest, Mr. Chairman—I 
am offering a name. I hope he will accept it. There is in the room 
right now an Air Force member of that ad hoc committee, 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. Whois that? 

General Grussenporr. Brig. Gen. John Strauss. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Grussenporr. I think that might clarify some of your ques- 
tion, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Rivers. We will get hold of him. I think he is available. 

Mr. Pmitar. Mr. Chairman, you are speaking for the Department 
on this matter, aren’t you? You are appearing for the Department? 
You are appearing to reflect your own views and the views of the 
Department of Defense ? 

a GrussENDoRF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pritam. And the Department of the Air Force ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes. 

Mr. Puirer. So you are in support of the bill. You endorse the 
entire bill, in toto? 

General Grussenporr. H.R. 7325; yes, sir. 

ae, Puitsin. And there is nothing in that bill that you want taken 
out ¢ 

General Grussenporr. No, sir. 

oe Puirer. And there is nothing that you want to put in; is that 
right ¢ 
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General Grussenporr. That is right. 
Mr. Purr. In other words, the bill as it is now is in perfect 
agreement with your views and you are here to support it? 

General Grussenporr. I can think of nothing wrong with it. 

Mr. Puan. Now, on another little different line. I wonder if 
you could furnish us with the present strength, officer strength and 
enlisted man strength, of the Air Force Reserve at the present moment ? 

General Grussenporr. I can furnish that for the record, sir. Be- 
cause it will have to be broken down. 

Mr. Puisin. Have you any possible idea how many that would be, 
how many officers you have in the Air Reserve? 

General GrussENpDorF. Well, the total number, in all categories, is 
a little over half a million. 

Mr. Puristn. Would that be in the entire Air Reserve? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pxuitetn. Would that be both officers and enlisted men, or just 
officers ¢ 

General Grussenporr. Both officers and enlisted men. 

Mr. Purern, That is in the Active Reserve now ? 

General Grussenporr. No, sir. 

Mr. Pura. I am speaking of the Active Reserve. 

General Grussenporr. No, sir. That is why I say it would have 
to be broken down. 

Mr. Putter. I am interested in the Active and not the Active and 
Inactive. Just the Active. 

General GrussenporFr. Those that are—— 

Mr. Purser. Those that are currently in your Active Reserve, at- 
tending drills and performing Active Reserve duty. How many do 
you have in that category, both officers and enlisted men, the total, and 
then broken down in those two categories as to the first officers and 
second enlisted men ¢ 

General GrussenporF. I can furnish that in exact detail for the 
record, sir. I do not have it now. 

(Material previously inserted into record in connection with testi- 
mony of Mr. Finucane.) 

Mr. Puusrn. Have you any idea approximately how many numbers 
it would constitute? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek—— 

Mr. Statinsuex. At the moment. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s see. You better check. He is asking the mili- 
tary. So you better check with them. Mr. Philbin wants to know 
what the military knows. And youcan check with them. You check 
with them. 

Mr. StatinsHek. All right, sir. 

General GrussenporFr. Well, these figures—and I would like to 
verify them before I would actually enter them in the record—show 
46,532 officers in a Ready status. 

Mr. Puitern. And when you say “ready status,” you mean they are 
actually part of your Ready Reserve, actively engaged in weekly drills 
or biweekly drills? 

General GrussenporF. In some type of training. 
Mr. Pus. And an active reservist in the full sense of the 


word ? 
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General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puirer. 46,000 of them ¢ 

General Grussenborr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puiery. That is officers. How many enlisted men do you have 
in that same status ¢ 

General Grussenporr. I am sorry, sir, I do not have those figures 
right here. 

Mr. Putzr. Is there anyone here associated with you or anyone 
in the military that could furnish those figures? I am speaking only 
with respect to the Active Reserve. Nothing more. 

General GrussEeNDorF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puiern. Just those active reservists. 

General Grussenporr. I understand your question, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. He has asked if any military 

Mr. Pumern. Ready Reserve, so to speak. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now. Are there any military people who could 
help us¢ What about General Wilson? Doesn’t General Wilson work 
for you, General Grussendorf ? 

General GrussENDORF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Stand up, General Wilson. 

General Witson. I didn’t quite get your question, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, you didn’t hear me. 

General Witson. You are talking about officers and airmen—— 

Mr. Rivers. Active. 

Mr. Morris. Active. 

Mr. Rivers. Active reservists. 

Mr. Putter. I would like to know the number of officers and the 
number of men in the Active Reserves, Ready Air Reserve ? 

General Witson. Does that include both the guard and the Reserve, 
sir, or do you want those broken down, sir? 

Mr. Putter. Yes, we would want them broken down. But I mean 
first the overall figures and then secondly those that are in the Air 
Force and those that are in the guard broken down in separate cate- 
gories, if you have it. 

General Wirson. I do not have it for the Air Force Reserve. 

We have in the Air Guard 8,500 officers and some 62,400 airmen, 
all of them in units participating, sir. 

Mr. Putter. Those are all at the present time participating in the 
Active Reserve, members of the Active Reserve ? 

General Witson. That isin the Active Air Guard. 

Mr. Putter. In the guard. 

General Witson. In the guard, sir. 

Mr. Puttein. Now come to the Regular Air Force. How many 
officers and men do you have 

General Wison. I think Mr. Fridge has those figures. 

Mr. Frince. The total amount, Mr. Congressman, runs around 
124,000. This is officers and airmen. And it includes the Air Na- 
tional Guard. 

We have in the Air Force Reserve, training in the Ready Reserve, 
approximately 52,000 on drill pay status. 

Mr. Putin. Does that include officers and men ¢ 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir, it does. 
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Mr. Purtisin. How many officers and how many men are in the 
52,000 ? 

Mr. Frivcre. I would guess 10,000 men, and the balance officers. 
That is pretty close—that is within 1,000 on each, sir. 

Mr. Puiein. How about the guard ¢ 

Mr. Frwer. The guard has approximately 8,500 officers and 62,400 
airmen. 

Mr. Rivers. General Wilson just told us that. How does that com- 
pare with your figures, Mr. Slatinshek ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Those figures are apparently correct. I have be- 
fore me a compilation of statistics put out by the Department of De- 
fense in a table dated January 31, 1959. In the Air National Guard, 
they have indicated there is something like 8,460 officers and 61,917 en- 
listed men, which agrees with the figures we have been given. In the 
case of the Air Force Reserve we have roughly 92,000 officers who are 
in an active status and not on active duty. That would include, of 
course, the Standby and the Ready Reserve. But they are in an ac- 
tive status, and those are the oflicers we are considering here, under 
ROP A—all officers on an active status. 

Now, by the same token, although we are not considering enlisted 
personnel—since you asked for that figure, that is roughly 170,000 en- 
listed personnel in the Air Force Reserve in an active status. 

Mr. Putter. So you have 92,000 officers and 170,000 men in the 
Air Force Reserve in an active status and not on active duty ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. It gives you 262,000 active reservists in the Air 
Force. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Including the Air National Guard ¢ 

Mr. Siatinsuek. No sir, the Air National Guard is separate. 

Mr. Winsteap. Separate? 

Mr. Statrnsuek. Yes, sir; 8,460, and roughly 62,000. 

Mr. Winsteap. If I may—If I understand, he has civilian techni- 
cians who are also in this active Reserve status ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. I wonder if that is also broken down? How many 
civilians? 

Mr. SiatinsueKx. The General should be able to give us the figures 
of civilian technicians in the Air Force Reserve program. You don’t 
have them available at the moment ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. Tomorrow. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. They will supply them for the record, Mr. Win- 
stead. 

Mr. Winsteap. They vary all the way up and down from officers and 
enlisted personnel, I assume, as well as the civilians? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 
General GrussenpborFr. That is right. 
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Enlisted Air Reserve technicians by grade 











Grade es Authorized | Assigned 
ditenatnomatacianiipemaiinisipaniiinindiigicitntiy scence epiasnangsenereanatttneenanremamaaienaipasenesstasits 
OS UR ce Ore bess ---| Seteedt ee 
E-8. care ‘ rc phaeald Ree. 
SHS Pee hee I oe ER hn <a RS A ee . eae : (4) | 170 
TRIE A ees ERY i, a aaa oe ee ae (4) 276 
E-5... oma ‘es : SB aig CR a Pn aaa eae - (') 982 
DP Ecsacusatadcevane nalehased (4) 959 
ees ‘ | (') 48 
E-2_. Jevmate | (1) 3 
PS. dx cikaasonmamumbisbetap = . (‘) 2 
a de es ea aaa a a aoe “ae 2 3, 260 | 2, 440 


1 Breakdown by grade for authorized not available. 


2 This total is as of Apr. 30, 1959, However, as of May 15, 1959, there were 2,706 assigned. 


Officers, Air Reserve technicians, by grade 





Grade Authorized Assigned 
General ‘ 1 
Colone! 9 
Lieutenant colonel 24 
Major 25 
Captain __- 23 
Lieutenant oa 10 
Total.... 1 367 2162 

a - = —_ — -_ —— —_— $$ a oe - 

! Breakdown by grade for authorized not available. 

2 This total is as of Apr. 30, 1959. However, as of May 15, there were 249. 

Air National Guard technicians as of July 1, 1958 
Grade | Assigned Authorized 
one ati - ne | . ae eines 
| | 

EE Oe ‘ 2 F : wes tee |) e+ oe 
Colonel... _ _- i? ee | 52 | UES 
Lieutenant colonel. _--- =e . | TO Tbsccncaelandea 

lajor | 216 apnosdaanp 
Cc aptain rere eee ~ | Tin anc eaernans 
Lieutenant......---- wig . us 156 |_- eet 

Total___- 895 | 11, 165 





1 Totals authorized by nds not available. 
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Enlisted Air National Guard technicians as of May 1, 1959 








Grade Number of Occupany by military grade 
positions 





ey Senos, ket 505 | Airman, basic; airman, 3d class; airman, 2d class. 








| SR ERE ESE ee Pee 5 | Airman, 3d class; Airman, 2d class; airman, Ist class. 

— Te eR 1,849 | Airman, 2d class; airman, Ist class; staff sergeant. 

_ ne ee 866 | Airman, Ist class, staff sergeant, technical sergeant. 

8 Se eee 859 | Technical sergeant, master sergeant. 
eee 4, 084 

NGM positions: 
RES sileeiinibaictteel 92 | Airman, basic; airman, 3d class; airman, 2d class. 

Dhadh dswedbadanalge 368 | Airman, 2d class, airman, Ist class. 

a7 RE eee 93 | Airman, 2d class; airman, Ist class; staff sergeant. 
ey cnee ee nena 140 0. 

. Se 1,277 | Airman, Ist class; staff sergeant. 

eee oe 880 | Airman, Ist class; staff and technical sergeant. 

ith ccocoanninatige diosa 1,303 | Staff and technical sergeant. 

sah desiceacsinicacimactas ai 2, 052 Do. 

a Res Ai 437 | Technical and master sergeant. 

ee eee Se A 2 | Master sergeant. 

RMR e SEE Een 143 Do. 

aes E Lic ERIS, Ndhaed 90 Do. 
a 6, 877 


EL ed Se 92 | Staff sergeant. 


_ SR ee eee 811 | Staff sergeant, technical sergeant. 
eae 38 Do. 
__ SES ae SE 189 | Staff sergeant, technical sergeant, master sergeant. 
Sen 62 | Technical sergeant, master sergeant. 
Ne aiid cepa sane 13 | Master sergeant. 
a eee 7 Do. 
ae ae | 1, 302 
NGMS positions: 10___. 941 Do. 
Grand total....._- 12, 357 











Mr. Rivers. Before we get to you. Mr. Fridge, you want to finish 
your statement now? Or do you want to wait until you come as a 
witness ? 

Mr. Friver. I think it might be just as well. I want to clarify some 
of the figures that Mr. Slatinshek recited. That figure of 92,000 are 
not all active reservists. They are ready reservists. 

Mr. Rivers. We understand it. 

Mr. Frince. But not necessarily ready and active. 

Mr. Rivers. You addressed yourself to the active, didn’t you? 

Mr. Frince. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. Let me ask you this one question before we get 
into a discussion of this. About these two bills, General Grussen- 
dorf, which of the proposals that we have before us more nearly rep- 
resents the view of the Air Force, 5083 or 7325? You have seen both 
of them, haven’t you? 

General GrussenporF. I have been briefed on both of them, sir. I 
think my answer will be that H.R. 7325 does. 

Mr. Rivers. Would 5083 be acceptable to the rank and file of the 
Reserves in the Air Force? 

General Grussenporr. I think we could live with it, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I tell you why I asked you: Because Mr. Philbin in- 
quired of you if you knew of anything that you wanted to add to 
7325. 

General GrussENpDorF. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. And since I understand there may be a little variance 
between the two bills, it might be the wisdom of the subeommittee— 
I have no control over the committee. I am only sitting in the chair. 
If they in their wisdom—and we have a lot of it up here before you. 
If in their wisdom they should decide to incorporate parts of 5083, 
you you think you could live with it? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. Iam for progress. 

Mr. Rivers. Now back to Mr. Winstead. I know you would make 
every effort, wouldn’t you? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t want to put you in a spot. 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I asked that of Mr. Finucane and of General Milton, 
and I ask it of you. 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Because it is possible we may add one or two little 
things to this bill. You can’t tell. 

Now go ahead, Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wrnstrap. To get these facts and figures, I would like to have 
the figures on the civilian technicians who are also in this. 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrysteap. Then I was wondering, Mr. Chairman—you re- 
ferred to a uniform law. Now I personally can’t see how we can 
make it totally uniform dealing with Reserve organizations, if I recall 
correctly the battle we went through in utilization. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. ' 

Mr. Winsreap. Because the Air Force wanted no part of the 6 
months’ trainees. The Navy wanted no part of it. The Marines 
agreed to accept some. It was placed in here solely for the Army 
Reserve. 

Now it may be necessary, and I am inclined to think probably it is. 
It may be necessary to have a great number of officers in the Air 
Force Reserve and probably the Naval Reserve and certain parts of 
the Army, maybe more so than any other part. 

But how we can make a uniform law across the board, if we are 
going to end up as we continue to go into all this technical field—it 
may be necessarily practically everything officers. But then we may 
have another wh that doesn’t have so many. Here is the Army 
Reserve with all these 6 months’ trainees and enlisted eerie | 

Now in the Air Force and the Navy, if the only reservists you would 
use are those who had 4 years’ active training—I argued at the time 
that there would be nothing but officers in that field. Every man 
would be either an officer or feel like he was entitled, and you would 
hav a morale problem there with the Reserve Corps. 

Now, as I said, I am not questioning about the number of Reserve 
officers you have. But I do think we have to come to the point after 
a while—if it is necessary, let’s face the issue and get what the facts 
are, and then legislate to fit what the conditions demand, rather than 
make it a uniform outfit from start to finish when it may not apply. 

There is no need to go into all that here now. But I think Mr. 
Philbin brought out some important points that should be put before 
the committee, on all branches of the service. 
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Mr. Rivers. Well, you want to remind the committee that General 
Grussendorf has his backup man, Colonel Brackett, and others to 
back him up on the details of this thing. We can understand why 
specifics you would have trouble answering on. That is why you 
bring these men up with the figures. 

Now, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. General, a few points I would like to clarify. There 
has been some discussion, first, as to your Active and Ready Reserve. 
You run into rather large amounts. Now anyone when he finishes his 
enlistment in the Air Force or finishes active duty as an officer has 
at least a certain amount of Reserve time ahead of him, that is correct, 
isn’t it? 

General GrussenpDorF. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And that is the way you count those. Are they called 
Ready Reserve / 

General Grussenporr. They are carried in that category. We 
further break them down to what we call obligors. 

Mr. Bray. What I am driving at. The mere fact that you call him 
a Ready Reserve, that is merely a name. It doesn’t necessarily mean 
he is ready ? 

General Grussenpborr. It is a bookkeeping procedure in part, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I mean. 
Now those who are attending drill regularly on a pay status, what 
do you call those ? 

General GrussenDorF. We call.those Ready Reserves, as well, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And one might be a little more ready than the other one? 

(General Grussendorf nods. ) 

Mr. Bray. Now also there was some discussion earlier about the 
person, officer, or enlisted man, who is acting as civilian technician, and 
also holding a military rank which he uses 1 day a week approximately, 
and the rest of the time he is doing his work in a civilian capacity. 

Now, this version of ROP does make some changes in regard to 
keeping him in longer, doesn’t it ? 

General Grussenporr. I believe that has been deferred in the 7325 
bill, sir. You are speaking about elimination or retention at age 60, de- 
pending upon service ¢ 

Mr. Bray. Well, I don’t know whether you want to keep them _be- 
yond 60. But it is rather important to keep him for some time. That 
ls, you wouldn't want to get rid of him at 20 years, would you? 

reneral GrussENDORF. Generally speaking, I would say “No,” sir. 

Mr. Bray. I mean the general proposition. 

General GrussEnporF. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Now, that individual is something in the same status of 
your members—you used to call it USP and DO, U.S. purchasing 
and disbursing officer, and in the guard I think it is U.S. purchasing 
and fiseal officer, on the staff. 

Those are mechanics that see that the airplanes are in proper con- 
dition, supply men at the Reserve base to see that the gasoline is there 
and otherwise take care of the mechanical and housekeeping parts 
of the unit, isn’t that right? And are civilians during the week; that 
is correct, isn’t it ¢ 
General GrussenvorF. That is right. 
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Mr. Bray. You do want some provisions there to see that you do 
not lose those men while you still need them ? 

General GrussenporF. Well, I think that is the part that is as far 
as I can tell, from the age, the recruiting procedures, and the incentive 
that have been evidenced in this group—right now I can’t recognize 
it as a problem, that we are going to lose them. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I am trying to get at, that has not devel- 
oped into a problem yet. 

General GrussenporF. Not that Iam aware of, no, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I didn’t know. In fact, I was not aware of there being 
any problem. But in the early discussion some questions were ad- 
dressed along that matter to you. 

I am trying to get what problems you have with the present ROPA 
and why you want it changed? Sothat has not developed into a prob- 
lem where you need to consider that; is that correct / 

General Grussenporr. I would say that is right, sir. 

Mr. Bray. All right. 

Then exactly what changes does this—well, I won't go into that. 
Pardon me. I withdraw that. 

This legislation does purport to facilitate, speed up promotions in 
some degree, is that right ? 

General Grussenporr. Well, I would say provide promotions in 
the units. 

Mr. Bray. Well, then that does speed up promotions. It doesn’t 
slow them down, does it # 

General GrusseNborr. Well, I believe the answer to that would be 
“Yes”. That is the pusher clause which I spoke of getting out of the 
way. 

Mr. Bray. Now you do have quite a hump in the matter of officers 
in the Air Force, both in the Reserves and the Regular Establishment, 
don’t you ? 

General GrussenporF. I think that a hump does exist in the field 
officer grade, that is major and lieutenant colonel. 

Mr. Bray. And any speeding up of promotions would tend to make 
that hump come at an earlier time in the specific officer’s career at the 
point of age, wouldn’t it? 

General Grussenvorr. Well, certainly if promotions were made in 
those categories where the hump now exists, why you could say 
“Yes”, that would just accentuate the hump. 

But it also will, I think, provide a proper procedure for elimination 
ut the top in order to smooth out. this hump. 

Mr. Bray. And exactly how does it provide elimination? Just 
briefly, I don’t want a complicated answer. 

General Grussenporr. That is a procedure point that Colonel 
Brackett has been working on. May I ask him to explain that, sir? 

Mr. Bray. Yes, just a brief summary of it. We can go into detail 
later. 

Colonel Brackerr. To go back to this general discussion first. We 
have actually two provisions. One that will slow down some of the 
promotions, that is the elimination of the Pecos clause, and one that 
you might say speeds up promotions by offering opportunity for pro- 
motion to people who are serving in the ready units in the grade of 
major and lieutenant colonel, which we don’t have at the present time. 
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The two will at least balance itself off. As far as the attrition goes, 
to get our attrition—our main attrition will not begin until July 1, 
1960. 

Mr. Bray. What attrition ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Our main attrition feature will not begin until 
July 1, 1960, when we begin attriting people for service. 

Mr. Bray. Begin what! 

Colonel Brackxerr. Eliminating people for years of service. 

Mr. Bray. All right. You eliminate them after how many years 
of service? Where do you commence that ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Twenty-eight years in the grade of lieutenant 
colonel and 30 years in the grade of colonel and brigadier general, and 
35 years in the grade of major general. However- 

Mr. Bray. Who are you eliminating prior to 20 years of service? 

Colonel Brackxerr. We have elimination by double passover to the 
grade—failure of promotion to the grade of captain, major, and lieu- 
tenant colonel. 

Mr. Bray. Now you already have that, haven’t you? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Have you been using that in order to thin out the 
number of that rank, or have you been using it because the officers are 
not capable ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. The boards have been instructed to pass over 
those who are considered not qualified. But the basic part of it is an 
elimination provision, a vitalization provision. I will have the fig- 
ures on my chart in my presentation, of the number of people who 
have been eliminated under those provisions. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

I think Mr. Bray’s inquiry is very good. I would like to ask right 
at this very point, where he asked about this bill. Could we say in 
substance this bill, instead of speeding up promotion, improves oppor- 
tunity ¢ 

Colonel Brackett. It is going to balance promotion opportunity. 

Mr. Rivers. And consideration for a 

Colonel Brackett. It is going to balance promotion opportunity. 

Mr. Rivers. And gives you greater statutory authority to consider 
being promoted at an earlier time than is now existing under the pres- 
ent program ¢ 

Colonel Brackett. In the Ready Reserve; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the Ready Reserve. 

Mr. Bray. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that this hearing—I believe 
you stated at the first meeting that they were also going into the gen- 
eral status of the whole Reserve program; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, posture. 

Mr. Bray. Posture, that is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. I do not want to pursue that greatly here, but I do want 
to take 2 or 3 minutes on that subject. 

You recall 2 years ago the Air Force was rather taken to task 
by a member of this subcommittee because they had implemented the 
6-months’ program. 

At that time I came to the defense of the Air Force and made some 
commendatory remarks about how the Reserve program was work- 
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ing. I do not know whether I was wrong then or whether things 
have deteriorated. But I have some very bad reports. At the proper 
time I want to go into more detail on them. Not your unit training, 
like Bakalar Field where you have units. That happens to be in 
Indiana. Apparently I have heard only favorable reports about 
the job they are doing. I have heard very favorable reports about 
the National Guard. 

So maybe the criticism is not—maybe it is unavoidable, what is 
happening. But I have heard the criticism as it applies to your train- 
ing units. For instance, like at Indianapolis, where they take oflicers 
of all ranks. T have taken occasion to go and study lectures that have 
been given. And frankly, it is the same with the second lieutenant or 
lieutenant colonel or colonel. 

Many of them are very capable business executives that fit into our 
field. They had exactly ‘the same thing. It has decreased 50 percent, 
practically, in size within the last 2 years. 

I have had occasion to talk to various members. One young lieu- 
tenant, who was a very fine flier, said he had never been given any 
opportunity to go ahead, no interest. I want to tell one little instance. 
Now maybe thus is proper, but I am doing this because you are the 
man at the top who can do something about it. 

There is a group of lawyers, all “Air Force legal officers, very out- 
standing law yers, incidentally, lawyers that any service would be very 
happy to have in time of emergency when they need capable lawyers. 
The only way they could get their active duty training was to meet at 
a luncheon, 2-hour luncheon, and study. They didn’t even want any 
pay for it. But they told them they had to wear their uniforms. 

Well, you look kind of funny going over in U.S. district court at 
2 o'clock with your lieutenant colonel’s uniform to try a law suit. 
You couldn’t go out 10 miles in the suburbs to get your clothes. That 
whole unit had to disband because they, the Air Force, was more in- 
terested in the uniform to be worn than they were in the job they were 
doing. 

Now there are a lot of instances like that happening. I know you 
want to know about it, and I will be very glad—I don’t want to take 
everybody’s time here. But I will be very glad to go into details as to 
the things that are happening there, that “already cut your Reserve 
force down 50 percent in less than 2 years. 

So maybe I was premature in the great praise I gave you 2 years 
ago. That isall I have. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, are there any other questions from any members 
of the committee ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I don’t know that this particularly distinguished gen- 
tleman can answer these questions or not, but it seems to me it goes 
rather to the vitals of the matter. Maybe he can and maybe he can’t. 

But at least I will ask the distinguished general. 

Who in the Pentagon prepares this type of legislation, that is, leg- 
islation dealing with Reserves? Now I know there is a lot of dis- 
cussion going on. I don’t mean that. But who finally writes the bill, 
if you know ? 

Mr. Rivers. If you would yield there, he maybe can tell you for the 
Air Force. I doubt he can answer for the Pentagon. 
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Mr. Morris. He might know. I understand he might not know. 
If he knows, of course. 

General Grussenporr. I could not accurately answer who prepared 
the words and substance of the language in the bill itself. 

Mr. Morris. General, isn’t there a Board known as the Reserve 
Board or some kind of a Board that finally passes on all types, 
whether it is Air, Army, Marine, or whatever it is? Isn’t there such 
a Board? If has been referred to here a number of times. 

Mr. Rivers. Now would that come from the Armed Forces Policy 
Board, Mr. Slatinshek, or the JAG, or where would it come from? 
Help Mr. Morris on his question. 

Mr. StatinsueKk. Perhaps I could 

Mr. Morris. Maybe Mr. Slatinshek can answer it. I think this is 
important. I won't pursue it long. But I do want to get it clear in 
my own mind. Does the counsel know ¢ 

Mr. Statrnsnek. Ordinarily the process of preparing legislation 
in the Pentagon is one that follows this general] pattern. <A partic- 
ular service department is indicated as an action agency or depart- 
ment. They initiate legislation and develop it. 

The way they do it within their own organization might follow 
any number of forms, but basically the legislative proposal embodies 
all the recommendations after they have ee sifted out by the staff 
personnel and reach the upper echelon of the particular service de- 
partment—the secretary, who then forwards it to each of the other 
service departments for consideration. They follow the same process 
and staff it out and argue over it, and then come through with their 
views. 

These three diverse views, if you will, are then sent up to the De- 
partment of Defense, the General Counsel’s Office, where they again 
attempt to reconcile these divergent views. ‘Then the end product, of 
course, is the Department of Defense legislative proposal. 

This then, of course, as you well know is forwarded to the Bureau 
of the Budget, where it again is reviewed and then modified 

Mr. Morris. I understand that process. 

Mr. SuatTInsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. I am not interested in that. I appreciate what you 
said. I am interested. But what I mean is I know that procedure. 

But what I am driving at is this: Who prepared this particular bill 
and whether or not the Reserves had a fair representation on that 
committee that prepared it. You see, that is what I am driving at. 

Mr. SiatrnsHex. Well, sir 

Mr. Morris. In other words, is this Reserve legislation coming to us 
a ge by Regulars or by Reserves, or by a fair representation of 

th? I think that is extremely important. 

Mr. Statinsuek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Now can you answer that question ? 

Mr. StatinsHek. I can’t answer that, except that in the last analysis 
it would necessarily represent the views of the Regular Establishment, 
tempered with the recommendations of the Reserve segments. 

Mr. Morris. Now that hits the very vital thing I am talking about. 

Mr. Rivers. We are going to have the distinguished Secretary for 
Reserve and ROTC Affairs as soon as General Grussendorf is finished. 
Mr. — when—would you like to volunteer something at this time 
on that? 
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Mr. Friner. I believe I can clarify the issue a little bit, but I may 
get in trouble doing so. 

Mr. Rivers. You will have to be the master of your fate. 

Mr. Frivee. Very well, sir. 

Mr. Morris. I certainly am not trying to put anybody on the spot. 
I don’t know. I as just one member of this committee am trying to 
find out myself who actually has the say-so in bringing these types 
of bills before this committee. 

Mr. Frivee. Well, sir, the procedure as outlined by your counsel is 
essentially correct, in that the bill starts out in the working levels of 
the different divisions of the Air Staff. They work out the details. 
It goes through directorates, through the deputy for this division to 
the Chief of Staff to the Office of the Secretary. It is here that it 
goes to the Legislative Liaison Branch and to the General Counsel. 
The attorneys of the General Counsel draft the bill. 

It goes back to the legislative liaison people and then into the Sec- 
retary for approval of that particular service. 

Mr. Rivers. In the final analysis, then, would the lawyers from the 
various departments work out something with the lawyers from the 
General Counsel of the DOD? 

Mr. Frince. They are not lawyers in the various departments of 
the Air Staff. The staff Judge Advocate is the center of the lawyers 
on the Air Staff. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Frivgr. Their advice available to the various directors. 

Mr. Rivers. Would the liaison officers of the various departments 
and representatives of the General Counsel of the DOD work out the 
final draft. 

Mr. Friner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. With professional advice on the department level, Air 
Force, Army, and Navy, coming from the JAG of the respective 
departments ? 

Mr. Friver. That is my understanding; yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Let me just make this final observation. I don’t want 
to labor it. Because I think it extremely important. It just gets back 
to human nature. I want to make this final statement. 

If a labor bill is going to to be written and if it is written by a labor 
group exclusively, it is going to be generally speaking very favorable 
to labor. If a management bill is going to be written by management, 
it is going to be very favorable to management. If a bill involving 
lawyers is written by lawyers—and I happen to be a lawyer by pro- 
fession—it is going to be written largely hen the lines of something 
beneficial to lawyers. 

That is just human nature. And there is nothing particularly wrong 
in those things, that I see. Other than this one thing, that if groups 
that are vitally affected are not fairly represented in the preparation 
of legislation, they just come out along the small end of the horn, and 
as a rule not because of any viciousness, don’t misunderstand me, but 
because of that element of Raa nature that people understanding a 


problem and understanding it from their viewpoint are going to put 
their viewpoint into the law. That is just natural. 

And I don’t know—and I haven’t found out yet—— 

Mr. Winsteap. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. Morris. On these questions, of whether or not the Reserve 
officers in our Government are given the same fair chance to pass 
upon their own type of legislation as the Regulars? 

Mr. Winsreap. Will the gentleman yield? I believe the best way 
to get that, Mr. Chairman, might be for you to request the Secretary 
of Defense to name the men that actually put the finishing touches on 
the final draft of the bill. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the distinguished gentle- 
man’s observation. Believe me, I may be wrong. But I believe that 
it is extremely important for us to find out just what the process is 
of preparing these bills. I think it will be helpful to us—not to say 
that we are going to rewrite the bill because there was not fair repre- 
sentation there, but it will help us I think to understand the bill 
better. 

Mr. StattnsHeK. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeKk. May I make this observation? Section 8033 of 

title 10, United States Code, does provide for the basis of your ques- 
tion. It states, in respect to the Reserve components of the Air Force, 
section C— 
Each policy or regulation affecting the organization, distribution, training, ap- 
pointment, assignment, promotion, or discharge of members of the Air Force 
Reserve shall be prepared by a committee of officers of the appropirate divisions 
of the Air Staff and of an equal number of officers of the Air Force Reserve. 

So perhaps to summarize your question, sir, ae we could ask 
the general whether or not in fact an equal number of Reserve officers 
actually participated in the formulation of the Air Force policy in 
respect to the Air Force section of this bill. 

General GrussenporFr, I tried to bring that out in my very short 
statement. I probably did not cover it accurately. 

The Reserve Forces Policy Board, that he refers to in that sec- 
tion—— 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir. 

General Grussenvborr. Did consider not the the final language of 
the bill but the substance of the matter that we wanted to get into the 
bill. And there were five Air Force reservists, five Air National 
Guard officers, who compose that committee. 

Mr. Morris. I appreciate that, and that makes me feel a little bit 
more favorable toward the legislation than otherwise. Not that I 
would approve just because it was that way, but that seems to be fair 
play. And if that is the procedure that is carried out, then I would 
say that I would look more with favor upon this bill. 

General Grussenporr. I think those questions will be resolved 
as we go along. But if later on, Mr. Morris, it is needed to get ad- 
ditional information from whatever source the subcommittee requires 
it or requests it, we will do it. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I won’t belabor it, but let me make this 
final statement. There has been a feeling throughout the country, 
and I want to see that feeling dissipated if it is justified, as I used the 
expression before, that the Reserves are sort of treated as stepchildren 
and it is not good for our country for that toexist. I understand that 
there has been some improvement in that field. 

As far as I am concerned, I am strong both for the Regulars and 
for our National Guard and for our Reserves. And I want to see them 
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all treated with exact justice as nearly as humanly possibly, and I 
would also like to see, if it is justified, the feeling dissipated in this 
country that the Reserves are not being given a fair shake. 

General Grussenporr. I would like to dissipate that feeling too, 
Mr. Morris, because it is certainly not the policy or the wish or the 
desire of the Air Force to treat Reserves as stepchildren. 

General White as Chief of Staff has stated many times, obviously, 
that the Reserve Forces are an integral part of the U.S. Air Force. 

Mr. Morris. Well, I would not want to see that not alone in the 
Air Force but through all of our services. 

General GrussenborF. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. But I do appreciate the general’s statement. 

Mr. Rivers. We have the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Reserve Affairs. You think it would help anything if we had by 
statute an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs / 

General Grussenporr. I believe Secretary Finucane is now—that is 
part of his responsibilities. 

Mr. Rivers. By statute / 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

General Grussenporr. I believe by statute. 

Mr. Bray. I think so. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is the law. 

Mr. Rivers. Would it help to have an Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force for Reserve A ffairs by statute ? 

General Grussenporr. The Under Secretary of the Air Force now 
has that as part of his responsibility. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, are all of these positions created by statute ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. I think they area part of that title 
10, United States Code. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that provided in that recent reorganization bill? 

Mr. Bray. The previous one. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The previous one. 

Mr. Rivers. I am talking about the last one? Now, let’s find out, 
because things transpire so fast here a lot of time we can’t remember. 

What Congress created Mr. Finucane’s job? Are you sure Mr. 
Finucane’s job isa statutory job, for Reserve affairs? 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Get that section of the statute. Let’s read it again. I 
think it would be well if the committee had that, because it bears on 
what Mr. Morris has said. Mr. Morris’ whole inquiry was the Nation 
should know that the Reserves, in all the categories, have representa- 
tion in the hierarchy. 

Mr. Morris. That is exactly it. You have hit it right on the head. 
The Nation should know that, if it is true. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute. Who is next? I don’t want to take 
you off the field. 

Mr. Morris. You are right. You stated it so right there, that not 
only we should know but the country should know, and let me say—I 
want to spend just a little bit of time because it is extremely important. 
I heard it said not once but hundreds upon hundreds of times by as 
patriotic people that live under the sun that I know of anywhere, that 
that is true, and that the Reserves have not been treated fairly by the 
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Regular Army. It goes even into social matters. I don’t want to get 
to something else, but the way the wives of Regular Army Officers 
more or less look down upon the wife of a Reserve officer. I have 
heard all kinds of complaint about it. 

Now, if it is not justified, I would like to see it dispelled. If it is 
justified, I would like to see it corrected. 

Mr. Rivers. This section of the statute (10 U.S.C. 264) makes Mr. 
Finucane, in addition to his present position, have cognizance and 
jurisdiction over Reserve matters. One of the reasons I asked that 
question: Because of the hundreds of inquiries which stimulated 
my thinking, which prompted me to ask the question, and another one 
was in each session of the Congress I introduce a bill for that and it 
gets exactly nowhere. 

So there is not an exclusive provision of law to create that Secretary. 

I wanted to ask you if it would hurt or help if we had one? And I 
could see why you might—well, this gives him, as we say in the law, 
inter alia those responsibilities. 

General Grussenporr. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And he is not per se exclusive. He is in addition to the 
personnel. 

General GrussenporF. Right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, I wouldn't reflect on his devotion, because 
everybody who knows Mr. Finucane knows what kind of a dedicated 
public servant he is. Did you finish, Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, this is off the record. I think it is 
information for the committee. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Van Zanpr. This is again off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Wrnsteap. And this is off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Van Zandt, that history is helpful to the com- 
mittee and will be helpful to the country. 

Do you have any reason now to feel that the wisdom of the com- 
mittee at that time needs clarification or implementation ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Again off the record. 

(Further statement off the record. ) 

Mr. Wrsteap. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Maybe that explains why the bill that I introduced by 
request hasn’t gotten anywhere. [ Laughter. | 

Maybe it shouldn’t get anywhere. And, of course, we always try 
to do what is right, as you know, General. I say as you know. 

General Grussenporr, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We always try to do what is right. 

Now what is next? Mrs. St. George, I think. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman, General, there is just one thing 
I wanted to ask you. On your prepared statement, on the second 
page—and I regret I was not here when you made the statement—you 
Say : 


It is my personal conviction that this method produced a group of proposals 
which as incorporated in this bill represent the most practicable solution to 
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the problems they are designed to overcome. For this reason I am most pleased 
to recommend your favorable consideration of the proposals contained in the 
Air Force portion of H.R. 7325. 

Now I notice that you put the personal pronoun and say that it is 
your personal conviction. Do you consider in saying that that you are 
merely talking from your own standpoint or that you are talking for 
the Air Force / 

General GrussenporF. I would like to answer that, Mrs. St. George, 
that I believe in my heart that I am speaking for the Reserves. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. For the Reserves ¢ 

General Grussenporr. As a whole. I certainly have them upper- 
most in my considerations at all times. Everything that the Reserves 
may want, or a segment of the Reserves, may not be advisable to grant. 
There are many sides toa question, you might say. 

I try to get around the country and meet with reservists of all cate- 
gories—unit, standby, or an individual training program, and so 
forth—and just put myself on the block, so to speak, in a discussion to 
learn their problems and as I can to give them valid answers to what 
they think are faults. 

So I am afraid I am in the habit of putting the personal pronoun 
into my statements, because of my feeling. 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. Well, then, General, to summarize, you do feel 
that H.R. 7325, in the portion that applies to the Air Force, is a good 
bill for the Reserves, let’s put it that way, and you would be satisfied 
to see it pass unchanged and unamended, for the good of the Reserves ? 
Is that a correct statement ? 

General Grussenporr. That is a correct statement; yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. St. Georce. That is a correct statement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, just to wrap this thing up a little bit for my 
own satisfaction, Mr. Van Zandt spoke about this committee that had 
been formed as a result of previous legislation, to be our watchdogs. 
Isn’t it a fair thing to say that if we have complaints, in which things 
are not working out to our satisfaction, that possibly this committee 
is to blame and that it would be rather better to overhaul them than 
to appoint a new committee ? 

Mr. Rivers. You mean the Reserve Policy Board ? 

Mrs. St. Georar. Yes, I do, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I think—at the proper time I am going to put into the 
record the composition of the Reserve Forces Policy Board for the 
DOD—the whole DOD, every department. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman. . 

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. So the committee will know. Then we 
are going to have the head of that Board, the Chairman, he is com- 
ing up to testify, and a lot of these interrogations and inquiries would 
come when he appears. We are going to ask a lot of questions we 
are asking now. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. St. Groree. I think that would be very helpful, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I am sure they could enlighten us. 

Mr. Rivers. I am sure. We will go into this very fully. General] 
Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler, any questions? 

Mr. Wampter. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

General, in your statement here, in speaking of the fact that you 
are exerting an effort in order to bring an equitable feeling between 
the Reserves and the active duty forces, you actually encourage par- 
ticipation by those all the way down the line and you encourage them 
to submit proposals, from even the local level, to where you went up 
through districts, possibly through different national policy recom- 
mendations. 

I was wondering how many of the local proposals that were made 
in the units out in the field were accepted at the national level? 

General Grussenporr. Sir, the procedure on those local proposals 
is that they come on up through their respective numbered Air Force, 
which is part of the Continental Air Command. There a group of 
reservists and Active Force members screen the proposals and either 
accept or reject these proposals. If one is rejected, they have to 
return it with a full explanation of why it was not acceptable. 

Maybe because it had already been taken care of or there were 
some good reasons. Anyway, it is definitely answered as to why it 
wasn't accepted. 

Then it goes on up to Continental Air Command Headquarters, 
where all these go from the three numbered Air Forces. There again 
the same procedure takes places. The proposals are screened and if 
rejected they are returned with an explanation. They then come on 
to Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, where a committee, of the policy 
committee itself, considers the full number of proposals and then 
accepts or rejects them at that point. 

Then they go before the full committee. And this is composed of 
five Regular officers, five Air Force Reserve officers, and five Air 
National Guard officers, as full members of this committee, and the 
agenda that has been prepared by a working group of the committee 
itself. 

So there is no way that anyone can summarily disregard a recom- 
mendation. It has to be acted on or satisfactorily explained. 

Mr. Wameter. I still don’t—it doesn’t answer my question par- 
ticularly. How many of these final decisions that have been reached 
by your national policy committee were initiated at the local level? 

Vaasa GrussenporF. Oh, I would say a substantial number. I 
don’t know what number. 

Mr. Wampter. Wouldn’t you know? I mean, in order to prove 
your point here, that I think would take care pretty much, over here, of 
Mr. Morris’ question, if such a thing were in evidence, it would answer 
his question, I am sure, to a great degree, to know that everyone was 
being considered along the entire pattern, rather than from the top 
of the echelon. 

Mr. Fringe. I can give you some figures on that, Mr. Congressman. 
We recently ran a survey and we found that over approximately the 
last 8 years, of 270 recommendations, about 213 were accepted. In the 
last board, they accepted 9 out of 11 of the recommendations. 

Mr. Wampter. This is from the local level ? 

Mr. Frivce. All of the recommendations—or it would be better to 
say almost all of the recommendation come up through the system, as 
General Grussendorf outlined. 
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‘The figures that I gave are figures of those total items considered. I 
think it would be a fair estimate to say that 90 percent of them would 
come up through a system. 

Mr. Wampter. Well, the reason I happened to make this state- 
ment is due to the fact that we used to be solicited in the Naval Re- 
serve training centers on these particular points. 

Mr. Friver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wameter. And then they would be submitted to our district 
board, but in most cases I would say when you look at a local pro- 
posal and then at the national policy, they are rejected all the way 
up the line ordinarily. I mean I can go back and take the Navy pro- 
posals last year and show you what has been done out of the district 
compared to the next step, and they will be rejected pretty much up 
the line. 

Mr. Fringe. I had that same experience when I was on one of these 
local policy boards out on the west coast and for that reason I am 
particularly interested in seeing them come forward. And for the 
last year and a half, why, I have been pushing that part of it anyhow. 

Mr. Wampter. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, the next witness—thank you very much, General 
Grussendortf. 

General Grussenporr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You want to leave Colonel Brackett up here? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Colonel Brackett, you are scheduled as a witness, 
aren’t you? 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Later. 

Mr. Rivers. Is he scheduled ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHEeK. Yes, sir, after the service witnesses. 

Mr. Rivers. After the service witnesses ? 

Our next witness is the distinguished 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Mr. Fridge. 

Mr. Rivers. Is the Assistant or Under Secretary—Mr. Fridge, you 
are Assistant Secretary for Reserves? 

Mr. Friver. Deputy Assistant Secretary, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Deputy Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Friver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We can either let you testify now or tomorrow. We 
don’t want to keep you, if your schedule does not permit you to 
testify. 

Mr. Fringe. Your privilege, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Because your testimony is quite important. 

There may be some questions asked—we will have to leave here 
shortly after 12—that might take you over until tomorrow. It is 
just a question. Because the ROTC—the Air ROTC itself is quite 
important, and all these universities and institutions. Would it 
suit you to come back tomorrow ¢ 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Would it interfere with your program of going down 
to maneuvers ? 

Mr. Fringe. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Had you planned to go to maneuvers tomorrow ? 
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Mr. Frivee. I don’t think we are going to have the maneuvers. 
The weather in South and North Carolina is going to be pretty bad 
today and tomorrow. 

Mr. Rivers. As you know, that is very unusual in South Carolina. 
| Laughter. | 

Mr. F river. Well, when I said pretty bad, I meant bad for flying. 
It will be good for the farmers, though. [Further laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. Well, without them w) wouldn't have any tomatoes on 
the shelves. 

Mr. Frince. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Would it suit you just as well to come back tomorrow ? 
Because your information and your testimony would be—I don’t 
think we can finish with you in 10 minutes and you are too important 
a man to try to rush through. 

Mr. Frivce. Thank you, sir. I would be very happy to come back 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Rivers. So if you will forgive us for having kept you as long 
as we have—if you come tomorrow you will be the first witness. 

Mr. Friver. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Mr. Fridge. 

Mr. Frwer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, as 11:50 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, June 3, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SupcomMiIrTree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June, 3, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. I will ask the committee to come to order. 

We really have a quorum, but two of our members have been pirated 
by another subcommittee. They are going to meet across the hall. 
They are really here. It is not a reflection on the witnesses that they 
can’t be here. They can’t be in two places at one time. 

As far as we can, we defy the law of impenetrability, but that is as 
far as we can go. 

Mr. Fridge, we are not going to keep you any longer. Will you come 
up and give us your statement? Please have a seat. 

This is Mr. Benjamin W. Fridge, Deputy for Reserve and ROTC 
Affairs, Department of the Air Force. 

Mr. Friver. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 
pleasure to appear before you in support of H.R. 7325. 

Assistant Secretary Finucane of the Department of Defense has 
clearly stated the principles involved in developing these proposed 
amendments governing our Reserve officers. I subscribe to them 
wholeheartedly. 

The Air Force, as action agency on this bill, has been deeply con- 
cerned in trying to balance a number of seemingly conflicting interests. 
Our Reserve forces in all the military services are large and compli- 
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cated organization with elements over the entire country, both in large 
cities and small towns. Therefore, what we do and how we do it 
affects the reservist throughout the breadth of the land. 

In my capacity as Deputy for Reserve Affairs for the Department 
of the Air Force, I feel daily the effects of our military policy on the 
people who constitute our Reserve, and am most concerned that the 
development of this policy, that affects these people, is in the best in- 
teres of the reservist and the Department of Defense. 

The Congress, very wisely, has provided for participation by the 
reservists themselves in the development of these policies. The Na- 
tional Defense Act provided for commitiees on Reserve and National 
Guard affairs in each of the armed services, whose membership, in 
part, is inactive reservists from the field. The Armed Forces Reserve 
Act established the Reserve Forces Policy Board to advise the Secre- 
tary of Defense on Reserve policy matters. Its membership consists 
of reservists and the departmental civilian Secretary responsible for 
Reserve affairs. We have made full use of the advice and counsel of 
these statutory bodies in determining most of the policies that are 
contained in this bill. In addition, the counsel and assistance of the 
various service associations, principally the Reserve Officers Associa- 
tion and the National Guard Association, have been of great assistance 
to us in these endeavors. 

As Secretary Finucane so well stated, we consider ROPA to be 
basically a sound law. It has given the services a firm base on which 
to plan our Reserve officer personnel program. Likewise, it has given 
the individual Reserve officer a base upon which he can plan his career 
as a reservist. 

Our desire to amend ROPA is not based on any dissatisfaction 
with its concept or principles, but rather, the need to refine it and 
bring it up to date. The services have, of course, run into certain 
problems that were not foreseen at the time ROPA was originally 
enacted. For example, a number of the amendments contained in this 
bill are designed to enhance the careers of our Reserve nurses and 
medical specialists. These amendments are in line with recent changes 
to laws affecting their Regular counterparts. 

Another important group of amendments is designed to overcome 
a problem the Army. has encountered in the lack of attrition and pro- 
motion opportunity in units of the Army Reserve and National Guard. 

The Navy Department has found need for adjustment in the 
strength authorization of the Marine Corps Reserve and the method 
of determining its grade authorizations. Amendments to accomplish 
those purposes will be found in the bill. 

The Air Force has been faced with two major problems. 

First, because of the workings of certain other provisions of 
ROPA, we have been unable to make unit promotions to fill vacancies 
in the grades of major and lieutenant colonel in our Ready Reserve, 
including the Air National Guard. This has been a source of dissatis- 
faction on the part of our most active reservists who make up the 
combat Ready Reserve units and who, as individuals, augment the 
active establishment upon expansion to wartime strength. 

Second, through a technicality, we have been forced to consider for 
promotion many thousands of officers at an earlier point in their 
‘areer than was originally contemplated. The combination of this 
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“technicality,” which we have referred to as “the pusher clause,” and 
the inability to make unit promotions has resulted in the promotion 
of officers in lower priority program elements ahead of those in the 
Ready Reserve. 

In addition to throwing our Reserve structure out of line, it has 
also caused the loss of a number of fine officers in our Ready units. 
Solutions to these problems are contained in our proposed amend- 
ments. 

These amendments and others will be presented in detail later. I 
make brief mention of these problems now not to provoke a discussion 
at this time, but merely to highlight a few of the problems the serv- 
ices have encountered and for which we are seeking solutions. 

I know and appreciate that this committee will give considered and 
judicious attention to our proposals. I am confident that your delib- 
erations will result in improvements to one of the most important 
laws affecting our Reserve forces. 

It is with this knowledge that the Air Force as action agency for 
the Department of Defense submits for your consideration H.R. 7325 
to amend the United States Code with respect to the Reserve com- 
missioned officers of the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Fridge, that is a very fine statement. It demon- 
strates a great knowledge of this subject on Ap art. 

I was particularly impressed by your acknowledgment of the crea- 
tion of this Advisory Board, which Mr. Slezak heads, and the fact 
of the fine and harmonious association you have had with them, the 
assistance they have given you in the common problem. 

I note you say that we feel the original act, the act which has been 
amended has to be brought up to date, and also that you find the same 
common problem which Mr. Finucane and others have had about 
the unit problem, and the attrition of officers which you would like to 
keep, but which have to be considered before you can consider them. 
That seems to be a common problem. 

Would you say that these are the glaring defects that need imme- 
diate attention ¢ 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir, | would, Mr. Congressman. The removal of 
what has been referred to as the pusher clause, which is actually a 
technically in the law. The failure to except the provisions of 
section 8366 from the requirements of subsection 8363(c), which re- 
quires the consideration of people who, frankly before their time, 
would normally come along for promotion in all parts of the Reserve 
problem. 

Since most of the people in the Reserve program are not in the 
more active Ready section of it, just percentagewise we are promoting 
more people in the lower program elements. By that I mean those 
who are taking correspondence courses, or in the center program, 
ahead of those in our combat units, which are really the strong points 
of the Reserve program. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a serious blow to morale, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Frincr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I notice that you are the action agency. 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You carry the ball for the entire legislation ? 
Mr. Frince. That is correct. 
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Mr. Rivers. The references you have made to the Navy and to the 
National Guard were—I don’t want to say a catchall—but give a sort 
of omnibus feature to take care of bringing up to date certain things 
that have been brought out of line as a ould of recent legislation ; 
for instance, nurses and medical technicians ? 

Mr. Fringe. Medical specialists. 

Mr. Rivers. I helped to write that act, too. I should know that. 
What was the other one the Navy had ? 

Mr. Frivge. In regard to the Marine Corps? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. What was the reference to the Army? That 
phasing out some of these officers who had been in grade a long time. 

Mr. Friver. In the Army they have a different promotion system 
as pertains to the unit officers as related to the nonunit officer. 

Mr. Rivers. We are familiar with that. 

Mr. Friver. This would put the unit officer on the nonunit promo- 
tion list, which would give him the same opportunities as the officer 
in the Air Force in that he could be promoted in both systems. 

In answer to your question, your first question, when you asked 
for the major problem areas of the law, I mentioned the pusher 
clause. 

Another problem is the need to promote officers in the combat units 
which we referred to, as you well know, sir, as the unit vacancy pro- 
motion. This will allow the man who is performing the job of the 
higher grade in the combat unit to receive promotion. 

Mr. Rivers. It all boils down to the indispensable, intangible factor 
of morale. 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. With some modesty, and I know you have it, I hate to 
ask you about your record because I know how modest you are. 
Would you mind telling us for the record something about your 
background ¢ 

Mr. Frivee. I attended Louisiana State University. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that the team that Clemson almost beat in the Sugar 
Bowl? 

Mr. Frivee. It is true that there was a football game between 
Clemson and Louisiana State and Louisiana State did play in this 
game; yes, sir. My period of college activity was from 1933 to 1938. 
I graduated from the ROTC program and went directly into the 
Army under what was a training program for Reserve officers at 
that time called the Thomason Act, which this Legislature passed in 
1937. 

This act was the only provision for training Reserve officers prior 
to World War II, to the best of my knowledge. I served on active 
duty with the Regular Army for that 1 year. 

I was recalled i in 1941 in the artillery, and served with the Army 
in its expansion during 1941. 1 made application for and received 
authority to go to pilot training in late 1941 and graduated in 1942 
as a pilot. I went over to the South Pacific and flew combat in 
B-25’s. I was a group commander and deputy chief of staff for the 
bomber command. I got out of the service in 1945 and went back 
to my company for whom I had worked prior to the war; Ethyl 
Corp. In 1947 I resigned and went into business for myself, and 
I have been in business for myself ever since until I came to Wash- 
ington. 
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After 1947 I went to the Air Command and Staff School in 1949 
and I again affiliated with the Reserve program in a combat wing. 
I was commander of the 349th fighter bomber group in the San Fran- 
cisco area. In 1955 I went to the Air War Gollewe, which was a 
1-year course, as two reservists per year are trained in this regular 
course. I finished that in 1956 and went back to the San Francisco 
area where I was made deputy commander of this jet combat wing 
and remained in that capacity in my Reserve assignment until I 
was appointed to this position in Washington. 

Mr. Sbrune. What is your rank in the Reserve now! Two star? 

Mr. Fringe. | have been a colonel about 13 years. 

Mr. Rivers. You are like our colleague here. He has been a captain 
about 13 years. It is time for you boys to be considered. 

Mr. Friner. I have no comment on that, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. I knew of your fine contribution and active partici- 
pation and your excellent dedication to the Reserve. I wanted the 
record to show that. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. What part of the Pacific? 

Mr. Friver. I went from northern Australia through New Guinea 
to the Philippines. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you ever meet a very distinguished three-striper by 
the name of Van Zandt over there! 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I was on the LST’s. 

Mr. Frinex. I didn’t have that privilege, but I am sure we were in 
the same place at the same time frequently. 

Mr. Rivers. I want to congratulate you for the fine statement and 
thank you for giving us your recommendation. I can tell you that 
the weather in South Carolina is fine. I can’t speak for North 
Carolina, but if you want to go down to the—what is the operation, 
Pine Cone‘ 

Mr. Fringe. Dark Cloud, Pine Cone 2. 

Mr. Rivers. I am sure the committee wants to ask you a few ques- 
tions, but I know they won’t detain you any longer than necessary. 

Mr. Frmer. May I say the first thing I did this morning was to 
check the weather in South Carolina and found it very suitable for 
this operation ? 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t know why this committee should take any more 
of your time. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. As far as I am concerned, I think the Secretary 
should be excused. I am only sorry I can’t go with you. 

Mr. Frivce. I am afrad it 1s a little late to go down there for the 
maneuver. 

Mr. Rivers. Does any member of the committee have any questions 
of the Secretary # 

I am glad to see that your very charming young wife hasn’t waited 
in vain to hear your fine testimony. We want to thank you very 
kindly, Mr. Fridge. If we should need you later on, we will call 
you. I know you have a representative up here. Thank you very 
much. 

Our next witnesses are the Honorable John Slezak and Admiral 
MeQuiston. 

I have to go to Mr. Vinson’s office. I have a chief of staff, too. 
I have a chief. 
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Mr. Slezak and I have already had a talk and I know generally 
what he will say, but in my absence Mr. Morris will take over. 
Before I do go I want to say that the statements of the chairman 
of the Reserve Policy Board and his distinguished group will be 
made a part of the record. Mr. John Slezak and Rear Admiral Mc- 
Quiston will represent the Board here this morning for the purpose 
of giving us the benefit of their experience and how the Board has 
functioned since its creation. 

For the record, I want to say that when Mr. Slezak was last here 
he was Under Secretary of the Army, which he attained by promo- 
tion, having worked on the lower echelon. The committee knows of 
his great dedication and fine contribution. I personally know of it. 
We are complimented by the fact that he has taken time to come 
here this morning. We recognize it is not easy. We want to ask 
you some objective questions. It is not for the purpose of causing 
anybody any embarrassment. We are in the same business, trying 
to do something to improve the Reserve legislation, and the morale. 

Mr. Slezak, we want to thank you for coming and bringing your 
distinguished colleague, my old friend, Admiral MeQuiston. I don’t 
suppose you have a manuscript? 

Mr. Srezax. I do not. 

Mr. Rivers. We would like to have you start off telling us about 
your experience with the Board. I have talked with you. I will be 
back. 5 ee it has functioned and how it has been utilized, and what 
the impression of the Board is, and then I know the members will 
want to ask you a few questions. 

Will you excuse me for a few moments? 

Mr. Stezax. I feel privileged to have this opportunity of appear- 
ing before you. My direct experience with the Board goes back less 
than 2 years, about a year and a half. I accepted the job of Chair- 
man of the Board at the request of Mr. Wilson and Mr. McElroy, 
when Mr. Wilson was just about to go out. 

Since the beginning of my experience with the Board, it has been 
unique and interesting. Naturally, before accepting it, 1 went into 
the purposes, the philosophies, and the reasons for the existence of 
the Board, because I wanted to convince myself that it served some 
useful purposes. 

As I came to it, I found that as the Board was originally conceived, 
it was set up to serve the very objective and very useful purpose of 
helping in the decision-making processes of the Department of De- 
fense. If properly used, it can provide a channel for crystallization 
in arriving at more objective decisions. 

I am quite sure, from what I have heard, that you gentlemen are 
familiar with the membership of the Board. It has quite a diversi- 
fied type of experience, so there is a close touch with what I would 
call the grassroots thinking as far as the Reserve Forces membership 
is concerned. 

At the first meeting of the Board that I attended, I met with Mr. 
McElroy and discussed the whole working of the Board. Then he 
called in his three Secretaries, Army, Navy, Air Force, and told them 
how he felt about it, and how it can and should be used in the decision- 
making processes. 

He specifically requested that any items, particularly items of pro- 
posed legislation, be brought before the Board early enough that the 
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membership of the Board can study, and consider, and attempt to 
evaluate whatever the items might be, so that they can intelligently 
advise the Secretary as to their conclusions. 

You gentlemen well know that the Board is strictly advisory. It 
has no operating functions whatsoever. 

The three secretaries responded very promptly. I can tell you that 
my experience has been delightfully pleasant because we have been 
receiving very good cooperation, not only from the Secretary of De- 
fense, but from the entire Defense establishment. 

That, in brief, tends to just about summarize it, because they are 
working with us and we are working with them. Among the things 
I would say is that in many of these situations that came up, in spite 
of the fact that we are acting in an advisory capacity, quite ation 
our recommendations have been accepted 100 percent. It is not in- 
frequent that our recommendations are accepted 90 percent. Mr. 
McElroy’s philosophy with regard to the Board is this: That whether 
the Board’s recommendations are accepted or not, with a group of 
men of this type, with their backgrounds of experience, although 
they might have particular interests in certain areas, after they have 
deliberated and have come to some conclusion, or even if it is a split 
conclusion, if the Department of Defense decides not to accept their 
recommendation, they have to go through a great deal of soul- 
searching examination. 

In other words, even if the Board’s recommendations are not ac- 
cepted, the decision that comes out of the Department of Defense is 
better because that background has been considered. 

I would say it is more deliberate than it would have been otherwise. 
Whether our deliberations are accepted or not, I think the results are 
better because of the Board’s proper functioning. 

Mr. Morris. I would like to ask a question or two, rather funda- 
mental questions, to verify my own thinking and maybe be of as- 
sistance to the committee. Especially I would like to get some 
fundamentals. 

Did I understand you to say that you have been a member of the 
Board 2 years or chairman of the Board ? 

Mr. Stxzax. Chairman of the Board for 2 years. 

Mr. Morris. How long have you been on the Board itself ? 

Mr. Stxezax. That was my first experience. I came there as chair- 
man. 

Mr. Morris. How many members are there of the Board? 

Admiral McQuiston. 18 voting members and 2 nonvoting members. 

Mr. Morris. 18 members? 

Admiral McQuiston. And two nonvoting members. 

Mr. Morris. I think it important that we know exactly what the 
composite whole is here. Why are there, if you know, two nonvoting 
members? What is the purpose of having two members who are non- 
voting ? 

Admiral McQuiston. The military representative is one nonvoting 
member, which is my assignment. The reason for that is if I would 
vote, being a naval officer, it would give the Navy panel, which con- 
sists of six, a seventh vote. The other nonvoting member is a member 
of the Coast Guard. The reason for his not having a vote is because it 
could mean that if you had a stalemate or a tie situation he could be the 
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one that could throw it which would mean the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, which the Coast Guard comes under, would actually be deter- 
mining Department of Defense business. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think it might be well to state at this point that 
this was not a decision of the Board itself. 

Admiral McQutiston. This was the committee that determined that. 

Mr. Morris. Of these 18 voting members, how are they divided as 
far as the services are concerned ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. We have a list of those right here. We can let Mr. 
Slatinshek read them if you want him to. I think each member has 
one. 

Mr. Morris. Let’s get it in the record. 

(The list of members referred to follows :) 


COMPOSITION OF THE RESERVE Forces PoLticy BOARD, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE, MARCH 1959 
Chairman: 
Hon. John Slezak. 
Military executive: 
Rear Adm. I. M. McQuiston, USNR. 
Department of the Army : 
Hon. Dewey Short, Assistant Secretary of the Army (MP&RF). 
Maj. Gen. John W. Bowen, USA, Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Com- 
ponents, USA. 
Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, NGUS, the Adjutant General of Massa- 
chusetts. 
Maj. Gen. Carl L. Phinney, NGUS, commanding general, 36th Infantry Divi- 
sion, Texas National Guard. 
Maj. Gen. Clyde E. Dougherty, USAR, commanding general, 70th Infantry 
Division, USAR. 
Maj. Gen. Frederick Warren, USAR, Office, Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(MP&RF). 
Department of the Navy: 
Hon. Richard Jackson, Assistant Secretary of the Navy (P&RF). 
Rear Adm. Robert T. 8S. Keith, USN, Assistant Chief of Naval Operations 
(Naval Reserve). 
Rear Adm. David 8. Ingalls, USNR. 
Rear Adm. Leon J. Jacobi, USNR. 
Col. John L. Winston, USMCR. 
Col. George E. Tomlinson, USMCR. 
Department of the Air Force: 
Hon. Malcolm A. MacIntyre, Under Secretary of the Air Force. 
Maj. Gen. Richard A. Gussendorf, USAF, Assistant Chief of Staff for 
Reserve Forces, USAF. 
Maj. Gen. Theron B. Herndon, USAFR. 
Maj. Gen. Stanford W. Gregory, ANGUS. 
Brig. Gen. Philip P. Ardery, ANGUS. 
Brig. Gen. Kenneth Stiles, USAFR. 
Coast Guard: 
Rear Adm. Richard M. Ross, USCG, Chief of the Office of Personnel, Coast 
Guard Headquarters. 


Mr. Morris. As far as numbers are concerned ? 

Mr. Stezax. Of the Army there aresix. Ofthe Navysix. Then 
Air Force, six also. 

Mr. Morris. They are equally divided among the three forces? 

Mr. Stezax. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. My questions will be brief. I am about through. 

Do you find in your deliberations, and your—I assume, advisory 
grcup—you do not make the policies? 

Mr. StezaK. That is correct. 
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Mr. Morris. You advise? 
Mr. Suezak. Yes, on the policy. 

Mr. Morris. Have you found that your position there as an advisory 
group has been free from any undue influence or improper influence 
of any kind? 

In other words, has the Board had free and untrammeled power 
to freely deliberate and make their decisions without interference 
from any other source / 

Mr. Siezak. Congressman, I would say, absolutely, “Yes.” 

Mr. Morris. Your judgment is that your recommendations are free 
from any undue influence or pressure of any kind coming from any 
source? 

Mr. Stxzak. They may not be accepted, but those are our recom- 
mendations. 

Mr. Morrts. That is all, Mr. Chairman. If you will take over. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, the law says, and I read: 

The Board acting through the Assistant Secretary of Defense designated 
under section 264, paragraph (a) of this title is the principal policy adviser to 
the Secretary of Defense on matters relating to the Reserve components. 

That is the provision of law that provides for the Reserve Forces 
Policy Board. 

Mr. Chairman, would you give me your interpretation of the mission 
of the Board, based upon the provision of law that I just read ? 

Mr. Stezak. Essentially, as a part of the total defense objectives, 
the mission of the Board is to help in decisionmaking on policies 
where they pertain to our Reserve components. 

I am broadly speaking of the whole setup. Just like we have this 
present legislation that we call ROPA. It has been before the Board 
and considered many different times. 

Many other things of that type pertaining to legislation and many 
others that do not pertain to legislation, but to administrative pro- 
cedures, come to us. In most cases, the Department of Defense re- 
quests us to consider matters of the type that are coming up. In 
other cases, members of the Board, through suggestions, originate and 
bring items before the Board which we then pass on to the Department 
of Defense for consideration. Simplifying it, Congressman, that is 
our purpose. Our mission is to help the Department of Defense in 
the decisionmaking process in this particular area. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now, Mr. Chairman, and as I understand your 
interpretation of the application of the Board, is first to consider 
lavialative proposals submitted by the Department of Defense, and 
second to give consideration to administrative matters that have been 
referred to you. 

Mr. Suezax. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Included in the administrative matters do you re- 
ceive any of the complaints that come to the Department of Defense 
or to the services themselves from individual Reserves, from the grass- 
roots 

Mr. Stezax. You know, broadly speaking, I receive a lot of them 
personally. You would be surprised how many I do get. Of course, 
what we do as a part of our job, is ask each of the three services per- 
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taining—we had a situation dealing with the identification card. You 
would think that would not be very important. It turned out to be 
very important. 

Each service presented their approach to it, how they decided to do 
certain things and the reasons pro and con. Of course, members of 
the Board themselves, representing the grassroots levels, are inti- 
mately familiar with the reactions one w ay or the other. We attempt 
to prevent something that would be grossly unfair to some section, 
“al maybe that would not be wise. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Let us take these three duties, legislative, admin- 
istrative, and complaints. In the legislative field, did you have a 
unanimous position as a Board on the amendments to existing law that 
are contained in the bill now before us ? 

Mr. Siezax. It has been considered at different meetings of the 
Board. My memory is not good enough to say it was unanimous. 

Admiral McQutston. It was not. 

Mr. Van Zanopr. I think we ought to identify the Secretary, Ad- 
miral McQuiston, for the record. Would you tell us, Admiral, what 
the difference of opinion was?) Why was not the Board unanimous? 

Admiral McQuiston. The Board was unanimous on all phases of 
the suggested amendments to ROPA. As a matter of fact, it was 
through the Board’s effort, again as a result of this committee’s action, 
written into the or iginal ROPA that this Board should monitor and 
report on it annually. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Could you state that again ? 

Admiral McQutston. This committee, when it passed or recom- 
mended the original ROPA, wrote into it that the Reserve Forces 
Policy Board w ould report annually on it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In other words, you are really moving into my 
next question, which I think we should develop at this time. 

Is it not true that when we wrote ROPA that we looked at the Re- 
serve Forces Policy Board as a watchdog for this committee ? 

Admiral McQutsron. That is correct. As a result of that, —_ 
the first year of operation we created an ad hoc committee which wa 
made up of the several individuals of the services that were Sensilien 
with it. They studied it for several months and made a complete 
report to the ‘Board, as a result of which most of the recommenda- 
tions were technical and some covered areas which were left out in- 
advertently. There was unanimous opinion in that. The only item 
of the bill on which the Board was not unanimous was the matter of 
promotion in the Air Force, whether it be temporary or permanent. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. There is only one difference, one area of difference 
of opinion ? 

Admiral McQutston. That is where there was a difference of opin- 
ion. Finally, that was recommended by a majority of the Board in 
favor of a permanent promotion. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. The majority of the Board went along then with 
an agreement in this area where there was a difference of opinion ? 

Admiral McQuiston. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Coming back to the chairman, Mr. Chairman, do 
you feel that the amendments that are contained in the bill now be- 
fore us are really sufficient to overhaul ROPA so that it can fulfill its 
mission, the Reserves affected can fulfill their mission as part of the 
military services of this country ? 
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Mr. Stxzax. I would not feel competent to answer that. To the 
degree that I am familiar with it, I would say it is a tremendous step 
in the right direction. 

To answer it in the absolute sense, I don’t feel I have the compet- 
ency. I do fee] it is a tremendous step in the right direction. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray, Mr. Slezak is saying that in respect to the 
bill which has now come up as the Department of Defense bill, as 
it has gone through the Bureau of the Budget, he is not familiar 
with it. The bill which he was thoroughly familiar with was the one 
that the Defense Department had originally approved and forwarded 
to the Bureau of the Budget. 

The difference between the bill with which Mr. Slezak is familiar, 
that is the original DOD proposal, and the bill which I introduced, 
which represents I think the National Guard’s proposals, is very 
small except that my bill, H.R. 5083 also contains National Guard 
matters while his original DOD bill had the whole scope of the De- 
fense Department. 

Is that substantially true? 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. I would say perhaps the main difference is the 
fact that the Navy section, those sections pertaining to the Navy 
were left out of H.R. 5803, the National Guard bill. 

Mr. Bray. It is still not clear in my mind. The bill that the chair- 
man, Mr. Rivers, introduced was 5083, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. Was that generally what we referred to as the Depart- 
ment of Defense bill before the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. StaTInsHEK. Yes, sir; for practical purposes. 

Mr. Rivers. It is now Mr. Slezak’s bill. 

Mr. StatinsHek. The Department of Defense bill that went over 
to the Bureau of the Budget contained a number of items not. pres- 
ently included in the Department of Defense bill that we are con- 
sidering here today, H.R. 7325. It does contain, however, the bulk of 
those items that were sent over to the Bureau of the Budget. Those 
items which were deleted in the process of administration by the 
Bureau of the Budget do however largely appear in H.R. 5083. 

In other words, 5083 includes both areas. 

Mr. Bray. What is the bill that was recommended by the Board 
of which Mr. Slezak is Chairman ? 

Mr. StatrnsHek. That was a legislative proposal, Mr. Bray, that 
was coordinated within the Department of Defense and then, of 
course, in the legislative process within the Administration sent over 
to the Bureau of the Budget. Over there certain changes were 
recommended. 

Mr. Bray. I want to get this clear for not only my information, 
but also for the record. H.R. 5083 was the bill that is as near as has 
been reduced to writing conforming with the opinion and desires of 
the Board of which Mr. Slezak is Chairman ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. Generally speaking, there are probably technical 
differences—— 

Mr. Bray. As near as any bill that has been reduced to writing? 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Yes, sir; that we have before the committee. 
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Mr. Rivers. You can understand why Mr. Slezak is reluctant to 
get into that area because he says he would rather leave that for the 
lawyers. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t want to put him or anyone else on the spot. I 
thought I understood this, but there were some remarks made that 
made me wonder if I did or not. Then 7325 was the bill as was changed 
from H.R. 5083, with certain additions and certain deletions, which 
now—as far as that is concerned both bills referred to this committee. 

Mr. SLaATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. H.R. 7325 represents the tooth as we were able to pull it 
out of the Defense Department. 

Mr. Bray. What changes did the Department of Defense make to 
5083 before it went to the Bureau of the Budget, or did they make any 
suggestions ? 

Mr. StatrnsHek. The legislative proposals that went over to the 
Bureau of the Budget, as 1 say, Mr. Bray, largely is represented in 
H.R. 5083. However, the Bureau of the Budget deliberated and rec- 
ommended certain changes. The resultant changes, of course, are re- 
flected in the bill H.R. 7325. 

Mr. Bray. Did the Department of Defense make any suggested 
changes in 5083 before it went to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. I can’t answer that, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Did H.R. 5083 generally represent the thinking of the 
Department of Defense at the time it was introduced? I know it rep- 
resented the general opinion of Mr. Slezak’s Board, but did it represent 
the thinking of the Department of Defense or do you know? 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. I asked Mr. Finucane a question when he appeared 
before us to that general effect and he said “Yes.” 

Mr. Bray. That is all. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, these administrative matters that 
are referred to the Board, do you generally have a unanimous position 
on those ¢ 

Mr. Stezax. I would say more often yes than not, but a difference 
of opinion is not unusual. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What about the complaints? How do you handle 
the complaints that come to you from the troops in the field ? 

Mr. Stxzax. Of course, we are not in the line of operation, you ap- 
preciate that. But anything like that we try to handle through the 
respective services, They themselves handle it. We,asa Board, do not 
handle complaints as such. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You refer it to the respective service ? 

Mr. StezaK. Yes, but in the process we get a feeling about it. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. How frequently does the Board meet ? 

Mr. StxezaK. It depends. We don’t have a regular setup. Depend- 
ing on the needs of the particular situation, I call the Board for a 
meeting. If needed, we have a special meeting. It averages maybe 
three, four, five times a year, depending on the circumstances. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. There is no limitation on money that would limit 
the Board’s meeting ? 

Mr. StezaK. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, how frequently do you, as the 
watchdog of the Reserve activities of our military report to the House 
Armed Ser vices Committee ? 
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Mr. SuxzaK. Really, this is the first time I have appeared. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think the admiral should answer. 

Admiral McQuisron. Under the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952 they are required to include in the semiannual and the annual re- 
port of the Secretary of Defense a report of this Board on the status 
of the Reserves. But I believe this was changed under the recent 
Reorganization Act to once a year. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In other words, you report to the Congress 
through the Department of Defense ? 

Admiral McQutston. We report to the Secretary of Defense who 
includes it in his report to the Congress. It is an independent report, 
in that report, by the Chairman of the Reserves Forces Policy 
Board. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Would you say, Mr. Chairman, that there is 
harmony within the ranks of the Reserve Forces of this country ‘ 
Has there been harmony in the last year and today? I am talking 
now of great proportions. 

Mr. Stiezak. It is hard to say. I would say that as long as you 
have a great group of human beings, even working toward common 
objectives, there are always differences of opinion. I would say yes, 
but you have the normal deviations. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me get that. Do you understand that Mr, Van 
Zandt says that the Reserves, not your Board—he means the Reserve 
components, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force Reserves and all of 
those Reserves from the grassroots, information coming to you as 
Chairman of your Board. 

I don’t think he meant on your Board. 

Mr. Stezax. I get it. Of course, I have been a member of the 
Reserve for 36 years in various capacities. I would say our com- 
munications are not so good that we would not have a lot of dissatis- 
faction. As far as I personally am concerned, I believe it is not 
great. It is there. I believe it always will be there. We have prob- 
ably no way to know the full extent of it. 

Yesterday I had a letter that dealt with certain policies of the 
6-months program. I don’t know how I would answer the Con- 
gressman. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, we sit here as Members of Con- 
gress. We receive information from the troops in the field, at least 
I am led to believe that there is a lot of dissatisfaction within the 
ranks of the Reserves. I have been a member of the Reserves for 
over 41 years. I have rubbed elbows with them every day in a week. 
It is true that I do not rub elbows with members of the other branches 
of the service. My particular service is the Navy. I find a lot of 
dissatisfaction. What I am trying to do is put my finger on this. 

Does dissatisfaction reach the Reserve Forces Policy Board in any 
way? Does it come to you by letter? Does it come to you by an 
officer in person or a group of officers? Does it come to you through 
the Department of Defense? Do you have a chance to consider it and 
look at it? 

Mr. Siezax. We have a chance to consider it. We do not get it 
through the Department of Defense unless it is a special situation. Of 
course, the members of the Board are close to the grassroots in their 
particular areas. More often than not it is the visits to different estab- 
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lishments by various members, or by staff personnel or by myself, and 
then by direct letters. You would be surprised how free people feel to 
write. It is very difficult to evaluate the magnitude, because the people 
who are working normally when everything 1s fine do not write. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I can go back some years. Admiral McQuiston 
will recall when everybody sat around that table that you are sitting 
at now and when this Reserve Forces Policy Board was established, 
and we set it up for the sole purpose of having them sit from time to 
time to consider the dissatisfaction, the complaints. Out of their con- 
sideration we would hope would come a program or a program would 
be developed that would give us a better Reserve Establishment. 

I am willing to confess that we just haven’t been able to pipe or to 
channel into your Board this dissatisfaction and the complaints that 
we have been getting. Maybe it is our fault here on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. Wampter. I wanted to dwell a little bit on that point yesterday. 
That was the extent that we have the actual encouragement of par- 
ticipation of the people down on the lower levels in local establish- 
ments to present the things that would be constructive to these Reserve 
programs. It goes to ordinarily a local board. Then they present it to 
a district policy board, and then on to possibly an area board on up to 
where it gets to the National Policy Commission or Board. 

The thing that I find in making a comparison between the National 
Policy Board and the local recommendations is that they are all dis- 
approved before they get to the level of your Policy Board. 

I wouldn’t say all of them, but I was asking yesterday, what percent 
of those recommendations from the local echelon reached the National 
Policy Board for consideration. 

That, I think, is the thing that Mr. Van Zandt definitely is hitting 
at the heart of. It is the people out in the field who definitely have 
constructive recommendations to be made who are controlled a little 
bit possibly along the line by the attitudes of those in the higher areas. 
I just wanted to drop that point at this time because I think it is worth 
considering much more gravely than it has been in the past if we are 
going to get to the heart of the thing that is needed most. 

Mr. Stxzax. Sir, as to the channels of communication, as you spe- 
cifically define complaints, we do not have a direct open pipeline except 
through the members of the Board, but they are the higher echelon, you 
appreciate that. So these that I was talking about are direct com- 
munications to the Board, or direct letters to me as an individual. 
They do not represent any organized effort as such. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anverson. Did your Board send up what amounted to H.R. 
5083 as your recommendation and then H.R. 7325 came out of the 
Bureau of the Budget. Has your Board, as a board, considered 7325 
since it came back and decided whether or not to analyze what had 
been taken out of your recommendations ? 

Mr. Sixzax. No, we have not. As a matter of fact, we are just 
getting familiar with what has happened. 

Mr. Anperson. You are not prepared to make any specific recom- 
mendations for changes in 7325 ? 

Admiral McQuistron. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. Your recommendation is limited to support of 5083 ? 

Mr. Stezax. Correct. 
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Mr. Anperson. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Your turn, Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wameter. I think I have already made mine. 

Mr. Morris. Just one question. 

This change from 5083 to 7325, after the Bureau of the Budget 
operated on it, does it reflect the operations and the change? Does it 
reflect dollars and cents entirely or does it also reflect changes in pol- 
icies that do not at least necessarily have to do with dollars and cents? 

Mr. Statinsuek. I would say by and large the changes are not sig- 
nificant dollars-and-cents-wise. They might be in a sense a retention 
of the status quo on many items rather than the changes that were 
recommended by Defense. 

Mr. Morris. Then it points up this proposition, and I conclude with 
that, if that be true, and I am sure you have made a study of it, that 
actually the Bureau of the Budget, which is largely set up as the fiscal 
agent to determine the expenditure of money and make its recom- 
mendations and so on, actually is getting into the field of policy- 
making for our armed services. 

And also is more or less putting us in the position of where we can- 
not properly legislate in regard to policies by reason of the fact that 
they hold the power to a large extent to determine our military policies. 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to ask one or two questions. 

Go ahead, Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wampter. The Policy Board, is it ever consulted regarding a 
situation of where the regular Military Establishment sees fit to trans- 
fer moneys from the services to the Regular military at the expense 
of the operation of the Reserve ? 

Mr. Siezax. No. 

Mr. Wameter. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I am sure that you recognize that 
militarywise we are now going through a period of transition, leaving 
the conventional methods behind and picking up the more modern 
methods. 

The question is this: Is the Board properly briefed from time to 
time on what is taking place in our military as we pass through this 
period of transition ? 

Mr. Suezax. Yes, very definitely. And periodically we get definite 
briefing on these changes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Does the Board meet from time to time and try to 
project their thinking into the future to see what the role and mission 
of the Reserves will be? 

Mr. Stezax. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Have you been asked to make recommendations to 
the Department of Defense concerning the roles and missions of the 
Reserves in the years ahead ? 

Mr. Siezax. Not specifically, not in that specific sense. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Do you not think it is the responsibility of this 
Board? 

Mr. Stezax. Yes. Matters of that type have been discussed but 
not specifically as a project. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I look at the Reserve Forces Policy Board with 
greater confidence as a watchdog of the Congress than I do as an 
adviser to the Secretary of Defense. 
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For that reason, I think that the Board should project their thinking 
as far ahead in the future as possible and should recommend to the 
Department of Defense policy as far as the role and the mission of the 
Reserves in the future is concerned. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, the fact that you have received such 
fine cooperation from the Secretary of Defense and the influence which 
your Board has had on the whole Defense Establishment and each of 
the various departments indicates the regard which they have for 
you as a Board and the prestige of the fine membership of that Board. 

What percentagewise would you say—we are speaking in round 
figures—would you say that 60 percent of your recommendations, 70 
percent of your recommendations, 80 or 90 or 90 plus have been re- 
ceived favorably by the Defense Department ? 

Mr. StezaKx. Very roundly, and fimitine myself to my own ex- 
perience, I would say it would be between 85 to 90 percent. 

Mr. Rivers. Admiral McQuisition, you have been with us since it 
began, the Board—is that your impression ? 

Admiral McQuisron. Yes, sir, I think more and more they 
are becoming quite cooperative with us and accepting our 
recommendations. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you say that the cooperation you have had from 
the Defense with whom you have had to work has been encouraging 
to the Board as it is set up ? 

Admiral McQuisron. I would say in the past 2 years it has been 
very encouraging. 

Mr. Rivers. That reflects great credit on the present Chairman. 
Would you also say that you have had the full cooperation and close 
association with the Reserve organizations representing the com- 
ponent military reserve establishments, ROA, the National Guard— 
would you class the VF W and the American Legion, all those with 
it? Do you have constant contact with them and counsel with them ? 
I don’t say fight with them. I know you don’t fight each other. 
But do you have much discussion with them ? 

Mr. Srezax. At our last American Legion convention in Chicago 
I participated in a panel discussion dealing with certain matters. 
That sort of thing. 

Mr. Rivers. If you have close association with these organizations, 
then you do get the information that Mr. Wampler may have been 
talking about, because they get it from the grassroots. So maybe 
after all you are not cut off from the grassroots oe the filtering, screen- 
ing process which necessarily attaches to the military, a large 
organization ? 

Mr. Siezax. You are right. What I meant to say, there is no 
formal funneling set up. But we surely are available and exposed to 
it, and our contacts permit that flow of information. There is no 
formalized channel for that. 

Mr. Rivers. Is there anything that keeps you from getting infor- 
mation which is vital to the thinking of the fellow carrying the rifle? 

Mr. Stezax, To my knowledge, no. In any area if we as a Board 
do not do a more effective job it is because of us, and primarily because 
of the Chairman of the Board, more than anything else. There is 
nothing that prevents us from doing a better job. 
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Mr. Rivers. Your magnanimity is just too great for me not to 
recognize. Knowing you as I do, you would say that. You have done 
a fine job. It attests the great wisdom of this committee before I was 
the Chairman. Mr. Van Zandt did a pretty fine job in setting you 
fellows up. What I want to ask you: Would you suggest that we 
consider any amendment to the setup of your Board which would give 
you freer access or autonomy or capital to carry out your job as you 
understand it should be carried out to the country, to the Congress 
and to the military and to the Defense Department ? 

Mr. Stezax. At the moment, Mr. Chairman, I would say this: We 
are not hampered by lack of authority. Sometimes too much author- 
ity because of changing personnel can be, let us say, dangerous. We 
are able to function effectively. I believe where we may lack au- 
thority we should, if we are right, be competent salesmen to put our 
ideas across. We have opportunities to present them. I should say 
we should be able to do a good job without added changes. 

Mr. Rivers. I am constrained to agree with you. In too many 
organizations too much change is not good. We don’t recommend too 
much change in the membership of Congress. We think that the 
longer one stays here, the better he is. Don’t you? We feel that 
you are doing a good job. We want you to know that we want to 
assist you, because from the witnesses, Mr. Fridge and Mr. Milton— 
I think Mr. Milton used to work for you? 

Mr. Siezax. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. He must have done a pretty good job and you promoted 
him. Mr. Finucane and all the rest of them paid high compliments 
to the fine contribution you have made. Certainly, I want to thank 
you for coming here this morning and giving us the benefit of your 
views and how you have been received and how fine you work together. 

Admiral McQuiston, they tell me you are going, one of these days, 
to retire. 

Admiral McQuiston. The ist of July. 

Mr. Rivers. How long had you been on active duty ? 

Porgy McQuiston. Thirty-two years in July. I retire the Ist 
of July. 

Mr. fired Has your replacement been selected ? 

Admiral McQuiston. Not yet; unless I don’t know about it. 

Mr. Stezax. Not yet. I can say that. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt says they have asked you to continue 
on. 

Admiral McQutsron. The Chairman wanted me to continue on, 
but I guess there was some difference of opinion. 

Mr. Rivers. That sure attests to your t contribution and your 
fine dedication. Should you stay on or should you go, I want you to 
know I have known you for many years and we will surely miss you. 


You are entitled to retire if you want. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. May I just comment to the effect that Admiral 
McQuiston was a very important member of the panel that functioned 
with the subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee that 
wrote ROPA and other laws that affect the Reserves of this country. 
Whether he retires, he can do so with the knowledge that he has built 
for himself a real monument to the Reserves of this country. 
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Admiral McQuisron. Thank you very much. I certainly want the 
committee to know that after I retire I won’t be through. I will 
be very active with Reserve affairs. 

Mr. Morris. Just one more question, Mr. Chairman. 

When the Bureau of the Budget considers legislation of this type, 
do they or do they not call you as Chairman, or any members of the 
Board in for a consultation ? 

Mr. StezaKx. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Morris. That seems to me to be the whole weakness in this 
whole thing. 

py how Would you repeat that question ? 

Mr. Morris. Whether the Bureau of the Budget considers this 
type of legislation and specifically whether they considered this par- 
ticular bill as it started out, do they or do they not call your Board 
in for consultation, or any members of your Board? 

Admiral McQuiston. No, sir. 

Mr. Morris. That seems to me to be the real weakness in this whole 
situation, Mr. Chairman. They make these recommendations, and 
they get it, as Mr. Van Zandt has brought out, although there is no 
specific channeling from the grassroots, but you do get it, you put 
your thinking on it and you submit it to the Defense Department. 
And according to your testimony, some 85 or 90 percent of your 
recommendations are adopted. 

When they are shopled, they go to the Bureau of the Budget, and 
the Bureau of the Budget ioabie material changes, not based, as Mr. 
Slatinshek has observed here, on dollars and cents, but on policy mat- 
ters, and they are not heard before the Bureau. That seems to be the 
real weakness. The Bureau, maybe they are right, but they are not 
following the policy of considering these purely military matters 
in a way that seems to me would give them the full and complete 
information as to what action they ought to take. 

Mr. Rivers. We have the Board here. Mr. Slezak is the Chairman 
and Admiral McQuiston is the military executive. They have six 
members, each from the various services. They make their recom- 
mendations. They get together and they go through all these vary- 
ing processes which the distinguished Secretary told us about yester- 
day. It gets up to the Bureau of the Budget and the General Ac- 
counting Office, and you finally get a bill. 

We recognize that those things are necessary. It has to go through 
these varying levels. But ultimately you get a bill which is the very 
best. you can get from the democratic process to which we all sub- 
scribe, and thank God we have it. Then it goes over to the Bureau of 
the Budget. That is the President’s Office. How many people over 
there—who can tell the committee how many people over in the 
Bureau of the Budget consider this proposal when it goes over there? 
Does anybody know ? 

Mr. Fridge, would you know? 

Mr. Fripér. I don't know for certain. Perhaps Colonel Brackett 
can throw some light on the subject. 

Mr. Rivers. You are pretty far down the pole. 

Colonel Brackerr. ‘4 have been down there for some time. It is 
difficult to say how they do operate. They put one individual as a 
study man on it. He is far down the pole, too. He passes his rec- 
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ommendations on up through the Legislative Reference Bureau. The 
Legislative Reference Service is a part of the Bureau, and then I 
think one of the top executives of the Bureau makes the final de- 
cision in the matter. 

Mr. Rivers. Are they military men who consider this? 

Colonel Brackerr. All are civilian employees. 

Mr. Rivers. Are any of them Reserves? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes; I believe some of the employees over there 
are Reserve officers. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a fair assumption, because we had 15 million 
people in the military during World War II. Ifa fellow is now less 
than 50 years old he has smelled gunpowder. 

Colonel Bracxerr. I am not familiar with their exact processes. 

Mr. Rivers. You know they are civilians ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you know whether or not they call anybody from 
the Bureau of the Budget to consider it ? 

Colonel Brackett. The action officer for the Bureau of the Budget 
has a number of consultations with myself and the counterparts from 
the Army and Navy on various details, to explain certain portions 
of the bill, because it is rather complicated. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you know from your own experience whether or not 
money played any part in the deletion of the provisions which bring to 
us the following analysis of the original bill ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. The budgetary considerations that we have to 
report to them, as to what it will cost in the budget for the next 5 
years, I don’t believe was a consideration. 

Mr. Rivers. It was not money that caused the deletion, so far as 
you know ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. How much indirect administrative costs they 
tried to consider, I do not know. 

Mr. Rivers. Before you go, Mr. Slezak, I want to ask you: Have 
you ever talked with the Secretary of Defense about your job? 

Mr. Siezax. As a matter of fact, I see the Secretary of Defense 
periodically. And at the end of our Board meeting he and I discuss 
what has happened and review it. Over and above that, I am in 
intimate touch, not only by personal touch, but by telephone with 
Mr. Finucane, who handles the work for him. Contact is regular 
and intimate. 

Mr. Rivers. You have had the full support of the Secretary and 
deputy ? 

Mr. Siezax. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Has he passed the word down the line that he expects 
full cooperation ? 

Mr. Siezax. As a matter of fact, when I first met him he wrote a 
letter to each of his Secretaries of the services, Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, requesting them for full cooperation and full use of this Board 
as the Congress intended they should be used. 

Mr. Rivers. You received that ? 

Mr. Stezax. I was present when he signed it. I was present when 
he gave it to them. 

Mr. Rivers, You have received that subsequent cooperation ? 

Mr. Stezax. Yes. 
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Mr. Rivers. I wanted the record to show that, because I had heard 
you had the complete cooperation of the DOD : and wanted to give them 
credit for having entered into the intent of the act as written by the 
Congress. Iam glad to know that. 

Are there any other questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very kindly for coming. 

Admiral McQuiston, thank you for coming. “If I don’t see you be- 
fore you retire, I don’t care where you go, but if you are smart you 
will come to South Carolina. 

Mr. SinzaK. Thank you, gentlemen, for this privilege. 

Mr. Rivers. Admiral Keith, aren’t you very busy 4 

Admiral Kerrn. I have another hearing either today or tomorrow. 

Mr. Rivers. Come on up. I am speaking in unified terms now. 
General Wilson, you can wait a few seconds; can’t you? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are also a member, Admiral Keith—have a seat— 
of the Board, aren’t you, the Policy Board ¢ 

Admiral Kern. Of the Reserve Forces Policy Board of the Secre- 
tary of Defense: yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Adm. R. T. S. Keith, you are Assistant Chief of Naval 
Operations for Naval Reserve. We will be pleased to have your state- 
ment on this bill, 

Admiral Kerr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am grateful for the opportunity to appe ar before you to present the 
position of the Department of the Navy with respect to H.R. 7325. 

As has been already explained to you, this bill represents the ac- 
cumulated changes indicated by 4 years’ experience with the operation 
of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. The proposed changes 
to the Navy title of the law are of considerably less moment. than 
those affecting the Army and Air Force and consist principally of 
provisions designed to bring the laws affecting Reserve officers of all 
services into uniformity, 

Although the Navy currently is employing administrative means to 
ue complish the same substantial results as would be insured by these 
provisions we have no ehjection to their being enacted into law. Ac- 
cordingly, the Department of the Navy re commends the enactment of 
this bill. 

That concludes my prepared statement. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you any unprepared statement ? 

Admiral Kerrn. No. I am ready to try to answer any questions 
that there may be. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t have the problems in the Navy that are evi- 
denced by the sister services / 

Admiral Kerrru. Not insofar as the administration of the officers 
of the Reserves. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t have the unit problems that they have in 
the Army and Air Force? 

Admiral Kerrn, Not as such, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. What do you have not as such ¢ 

Admiral Kerru. We have some questions where the Reserve officers 
are in different categories and different promotions are applicable, but 
those are handled administratively, and I believe there is no great 
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problem in the Reserves, so far as promotion of the Reserve officers 
is concerned. They have had a better percentage selectionwise over 
the past years than the Regular officer in the same grades. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you think that is based on a better selection system 
in the Navy than the other services ? 

Admiral Kerrn. I think the Navy has been operating the selective 
system for some time, sir. As you will recall, the 1947 Officer Per- 
sonnel Act, which was Navy legislation, sir, directed that the Navy 
apply the principles of that law insofar as possible to the administra- 
tion of the Reserve officers. So that when ROPA came along, sir, 
we had about 7 years of experience with the same provisions that were 
written into ROPA for the Navy. I believe for that reason that we 
find less now that we have to correct because we had found the little 
corners and crevices and had corrected them in the original legislation. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you run into any hump proposition ? 

Admiral Kerrn. There are no serious hump problems in the Re- 
serve. I have been in this present position for the past 3 months. 
And as such I have had a great many presentations in which I was 
particularly impressed with the rank structure that had been achieved 
in the Reserve. There is some hump in the commander grade, but 
it is not one that we foresee the same problems that we do with the 
Regulars. And as I said, the commanders in the Reserves have had a 
better selection percentagewise than have the Regulars over the past 
few years. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you applied the running-mate system throughout 
your structure ? 

Admiral Keirn. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you say the running mate system, from that long 
experience—when was the Navy selection set up, about 1915 

Admiral Kerrn. 1916 is my date. 

Mr. Rivers. I remember hearing Mr. Vinson talk about it. I think 
Mr. Vinson is the father of it. So you have had at least 40 years of 
experience on selection ; haven’t you? 

Admiral Kerrn. Yes, sir; and the selection in the lower grades since 
1934. 

Mr. Rivers. So you feel that you have had more experience in this 
selection area than the sister services? Do you feel that ! 

Admiral Kerru. I would hesitate to comment on their experience, 
sir. I think our experience has enabled us to effect promotions with 
results that have been generally acceptable to our Reserves. 

Mr. Rivers. Have the other services benefited from your experience ? 

Admiral Kerrn. I couldn’t answer. 

Mr. Rivers. You haven’t volunteered any help to any of them? 

Admiral Kerrnu. We would answer any questions that would be 
given to us. 

Mr. Rivers. What I was trying to bring out is this: I think the 
Navy has had the longest experience in the selective philosophy. I 
believe that is right, Mr. Slatinshek. You feel that that great experi- 
ence has caused you to avoid a lot of pitfalls that one might have 
if he hadn’t that experience ? 

Admiral Kerrn. I would hesitate to agree with that statement, Mr. 
Chairman, in view of the fact that we have in our own Regular service 
the hump that we have today to say that we have solved this problem— 
I am afraid that Admiral Keith won’t agree with that statement. 
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Mr. Rivers. I would like for you to know that we don’t handle the 
Regulars. I served on Mr. Kilday’s committee before I was elevated 
to this position. 

Admiral Kerru. I think that is a result of the war influx rather than 
the selection system. 

Mr. Rivers. I have no further questions, other than to ask you, 
What specifically does this bill do for the Navy ? 

Admiral Kerru. We have had a total of 88 items, which were 
originally Navy items, of which 4 are now in. Temporarily appoint- 
ing an officer in the lower grade to attend school in connection with 
the procurement program, without affecting his actual grade, is one 
piece of legislation which is included. This is for een of the 
Chaplains Corp or medical officers who might be required to go to 
school, and that their rank would prevent them going so that they can 
be appointed in a lower grade and attend the school without affecting 
their Reserve permanent rank. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the next one / 

Admiral Kerrn. Constructive service for officers who already hold 
a commission. Again, we are talking about specialized individuals 
who have gone to school for a good long time to attain their law 
degree or their chaplaincy or medical officer. We have no objection 
to that. 

The third one withholds promotion of an officer up to 1 year while 
an oflicer is undergoing an investigation or court-martial. That gives 
us an ability to withhold any promotion for a selection that may have 
preceded the actual commission of the offense on which this officer is 
being investigated. 

The last one inciudes officers on I.S.L. under the age of 62, has them 
retire at 62. That is the inactive service officer. There is no provi- 
sion of law at the present time that takes the inactive officer off the 
list at any specified age. 

Those are the provisions that are included in this bill, 7325. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No questions. 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Bray. No questions. I do want to say that I think your Naval 
Reserve program has been working out very well. I have found no 
criticism of it. I would like to say as much for all of our Reserve 
activities. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. I would like to welcome the admiral and say I en- 
joyed his presentation, to thank him here for the hospitality that he 
accorded me in Subic Bay in the Philippines during my stay there last 
fall. And I hope he doesn’t find the problems any worse here than in 
the Philippines. 

Mr. Rivers. You can find a change in the climate up here very fast. 

Mr. Wameter. One question that bothered me quite a bit, and that 
is the fact that an officer has been passed over twice in promotion, and 
he never finds it out until something particular happens. He is never 
notified that he has been passed over twice. I bring that point out. 
Why is it then that when a man is passed over twice he isn’t notified ? 

Admiral Kerru. I believe the Reserve lists are now published, Mr. 
Wampler. And also the lists are distributed by ALLNAV stating 
who has been selected. Why there isn’t a corresponding list to say 
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who has been passed over, I couldn't state. But I would suggest that 
no list would say what you are after. It would have to be on an indi- 
vidual basis, because if you published a list of the people who had 
been passed over, you would have more complaints than you ever 
have, for the one that sees he didn’t get the word. 

Mr. Wampter. It i is probably a matter of getting correspondence on 
complaints is the reason why you haven't done it? 

Admiral Kerru. You wouldn’t want to publish a list of the people 
who have been passed over 

Mr. Wamp ter. I just thought ordinarily if a person wants to get 

some activity or some training duty or such or he comes up for pro- 

motion, they will state that definitely in the correspondence Vou 
have been passed over twice.” But he never knows that ordinarily 
until something comes up when he is trying to attain or achieve some- 
thing in the service. 

Thank you. 

Admiral Kerra. Can I comment on a question that I heard Mr. 
Wampler ask insofar as the Reserve Policy Board? He made the 
statement yesterday that he himself had generated a question which 
had never reached Washington and it is possible through his making 
that fact known that we today—everything that is approved or dis- 
approved at the District level is considered by the Naval Reserve 
Policy Board. We had 42 items before the Board that had been dis- 
approved at the District level but which again were considered by the 
National Board, and all that was required for the full Board’s con- 
sideration was for any two members of that Board to indicate they 
would like to have this item taken up. So that even those are now 
being brought to the National Board in Washington. I thought you 
would be interested in that. 

Mr. Wampter. I am happy to know that. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Admiral, as you well know the Army and Air 
Force have their grade distribution of officers based on authorized 
strength. The Navy, of course, is on actual strength: The Marine 
Corps i in this proposal would modify the language to also put it on 
the basis of authorized strength. The Navy therefore would be the 
only service that would not have its grade distribution based on 
authorized strength. 

Would the Navy have any objection to the committee making a 
change which would also put you on the same basis? 

Admiral Kerrn. We would like to have it on the basis of author- 
ized strength. But one of those discussions or disagreements which 
Mr. Rivers mentioned in his opening statement was that there are 
disagreements on Reserve personnel legislation. There is in any per- 
sonnel legislation. In this case they would ask that we reduce our 
authorized strength in order to have this legislation included in the 
bill that is before the committee. 

The Congress has given us an authorized strength of 150,000. We 
need that in order to meet the mobilization requirements. "Again in 
going back to this thing, the Congress has stated that the Reserve 
forces’ function is to supply the gap, to fill the gap between the day of 
a war declaration or a mobilization and the day that the pipeline is 
full and you are getting the results of your recruiting and so forth. 

We will use every Reserve that we can get during ‘that period of 
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mobilization, every one that we are allowed. And to reduce the au- 
thorized number in order to base rank distribution on authorized 
strength rather than on-board strength, we just don’t think that 
makes sense and therefore we did not support that piece of legislation. 

Mr. SiatrinsueK. To summarize, you would like to have it changed 
to authorized strength provided the strength remains the same, 
150,000, as opposed to roughly 132,000 which it is now. 

One other question : The grade distribution, of course, is percentage- 
wise. And in the case of flag officers a particular number is stated. 
It comes out to something like three-tenths of 1 percent, whereas in 
the other services it is considerably higher. 

I wonder if you could tell the committee what basis you used for 
arriving at that figure or is this a subject that you are not prepared to 
discuss ? 

Admiral Kerrn. I will be glad to ask my cohorts if they can an- 
swer it. 

Captain Jackson. It was based on the number of Reserve flag offi- 
cers that we had on active duty during the war. 

Mr. SiatinsHex. You drew a parallel. Of course, it doesn’t cor- 
respond with the percentages that apply in the other services. 

Captain Jackson. No, sir. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. I have no other questions. 

Mr. Morris. I take it that concludes the hearing then as far as you 
are concerned, Admiral, and thank you very much. 

General Wilson, will you come around, please ? 

General Wiison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not have a pre- 
pared statement. I think you have heard from Mr. Fridge in the 
Air Force. I do want to say though that, as you know, the Air 
Guard has been operating under the provisions of ROPA ever since 
it has been enacted. Getting back to the reservists or the part-timers 
and those at the grassroots talking about the provision of the bill, I 
can assure you with the 52 Governors and an Adjutant General the 
problems of the bill get to my personal attention almost daily. For 
the past 2 or 3 years we have had information from the field as to the 
effects of ROPA. We certainly agree it should be brought up to date 
to make it more usable and workable as far as the units of the Na- 
tional Guard are concerned. 

Many of these recommendations have come in from the field. Some 
of them that were bothering them have been taken care of adminis- 
tratively. Those have been filtered out. Those that went before the 
ad hoc committee, as was explained last week, in fact, I think the Air 
Force recommendation on its title was the cause for the ROPA 
amendments to be started up through the Air Force, through the 
Department of Defense to come up with a bill for the amendment of 
ROPA. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe in the principles of the bill and the pro- 
motion up and out as a vitalization to the Reserve forces. We think 
that with proper amendments it is very fine. 

I have no further statement. I will be glad to answer any ques- 
tions I can. 

Mr, SiarinsHek. General, have you had an opportunity to look at 
5083 ¢ 

General Witson. Yes. 
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Mr. Statmnsuex. How does that correspond with the legislation 
that left Defense ? 

General Witson. That is presently over here / 

Mr. Statinsuek. No. That left the Defense Department and went 
over to the Bureau of the Budget. 

General Witson. I would say in general that it is about 95 percent 
the same bill. 

Mr. StatinsHek. You recommend to the committee perhaps the 
provisions that are contained in 5083—— 

General Wixson. I would say the provisions of 5083 more nearly 
meet the requirements for the people at the grassroots than the other 
one. It carries it further than the 7325. 

Mr. Bray. This question probably should be addressed to the Army 
Guard. The question I am interested in is in the course of the reor- 
ganization which the Army Guard is going through—pentomic divi- 
sion—do you know whether it is a fact that certain officers that are 
rather needed in the process of this reorganization are being lost unless 
some new legislation is passed ¢ 

General Wuson. I think the States are certainly aware that any 
changes in the reorganization, Mr. Bray, are going to change the 
strength requirements of certain grades of officers and there will be 
certain losses in officers, especially when you have lost certain units 
when you change from a triangular to a pentomic division. 

Mr. Bray. It is best not to try to make too many changes at the same 
time of different types. 

General Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. Thank you very much, General, for your statement. 

General Weller of the Marine Corps. Will you come around, please. 

For the record, will you identify those who are appearing with you 
so that the reporter may get their names? 

General Wetter. The gentleman on my right is Brig. Gen. William 
Stickney and also Maj. J. M. Lerond, who is in the G-1 Division. I 
would like to table my statement for the record and summarize because 
of the lack of time. 

(The full statement of General Weller is as follows:) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, since enactment of the 
Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, as amended, the Marine Corps 
has continued its efforts to maintain a virile and responsive Reserve. 
~ would like to take a moment, if I may, and tell you about some of 
them. 

First, we have drawn a fine line between those officers who were 
unable to participate in Reserve training as opposed to those who 
failed to participate in training. We have kept those who were 
sincerely interested and for whom a mobilization requirement existed. 
We have discharged or retired those who failed to maintain their 
interest and mobilization potential. 

Each of these cases was considered by a board, the majority of 
members of which were Reserves. Each person considered was 
afforded an opportunity to appear in person, submit his case in writ- 
ing, or be represented by any person he designated. 

This action continues today and under this concept approximately 
9,000 officers have been transferred to the Retired Reserve (without 
pay) or discharged. 
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We have established maximum ages in grade for officer membership 
in the Ready Reserve. Officers who are beyond the prescribed ages 
are not permitted, except in very rare cases, to belong to our organized 
units or to be in the Ready Reserve. wr v4 

Only in exceptional cases, do we permit officers to retain command 
of an organized unit for more than 2 years. In this manner we Insure 
that each of the young officers in the unit will have an opportunity to 
progress reer the more responsible billets into a position of 
command, ' } 

We do not allow officers whose physical qualification will not permit 
their assignment to active duty short of a full mobilization to be 
members of our organized units. 

Like the Navy, we employ the running-mate system for the promo- 
tion of our Reserve officers. Under this system each Reserve officer 
is assigned a running mate who is a Regular officer. When the Regu- 
lar officer is in the zone of eligibility for consideration for promotion, 
his Reserve running mate who is in an active status, is also in the 
zone for consideration. 

Those officers on active duty with the Regular Marine Corps are 
considered for promotion by boards convened under the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act. Those on active duty in connection with special projects, 
or administering and training the Reserve program, as well as those 
not on active duty, are considered for promotion by boards convened 
under the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. 

To insure that each officer coming up the ladder has an equal oppor- 
tunity for promotion, the Secretary of the Navy has recently con- 
vened a Board to review the records of all colonels, lieutenant colonels, 
and majors who have twice, or more, failed of selection and to make 
recommendations to him concerning which of those officers should be 
removed from an active status and from further consideration for 
promotion. 

To advise and assist the Secretary of the Navy and the Commandant 
of the Marine Corps in formulation of Reserve policy, the Secretary 
of the Navy annually convenes at Headquarters, Marine Corps, the 
Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board. 

Membership on this Board is made up of both drill pay and non- 
drill pay officer members from each of our Reserve districts and the 
Marine Air Reserve Training Command. This Board is present] 
in session and is headed this year by Brig. Gen. Walter A. Churchill, 
USMCR. 

Prior to the convening of this Board, each district and the Marine 
Air Reserve Training Command convene district policy boards which 
provide recommendations concerning district policy and suggested 
agenda items for the national board. 

These, and other actions in related areas, have produced a Marine 
Corps Reserve that has never been equaled in our history. We have 
young pilots, just off active duty, waiting in line to join our organized 
squadrons. Attendance at drills and annual field training by officers 
and enlisted in air and ground units has never been higher. 

That, Mr. Chairman, briefly, outlines the implementation by the 
Marine Corps of those provisions of law which affect the Marine Corps 
Reserve. Specifically, I am here today to testify in support of two 
amendments to ROPA which affect the grade distribution and the 
total authorized number of Marine Reserve officers in an active status. 
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These two are actually interdependent and therefore I will not discuss 
them separately. 

If clause 26 of the proposed legislation were enacted, the active status 
officer structure of the Marine Corps Reserve would be reduced from 
29,500 to 24,000. 

This would bring the authorized number of active status Reserve 
officers into closer association with other provisions of law govern- 
ing Marine Corps strengths; for example, 400,000 authorized Regular 
personnel and the requirement for 3 aircraft wings and 3 divisions. 

Twenty-four thousand Reserve officers in an active status provide 
sufficient officers, both on active duty and for mobilization require- 
ments, to fulfill the requirements of law. In addition, 24,000 Reserve 
officers in an active status is the approximate maximum number of 
Reserve officers we could attain. 

Clause 27 of the proposed legislation changes the method of deter- 
mining the number of Reserve officers authorized by grade. Presently 
the grade distribution for Reserve officers is based on the actual number 
of Reserve officers in an active status. This amendment would allow 
the grade distribution to be based on the authorized active status 
strength rather than the onboard strength. 

This would permit the Marine Corps to establish the maximum num- 
ber of Reserve officers for each grade to assist in the maintenance of 
promotion equality. Since the input into the active status Reserve is 
dependent upon release of young Reserve officers from the active 
duty forces after they complete their obligation, the actual size of 
the active status Reserves varies to a greater degree when the size of 
the active duty forces changes. 

These variances cause annual changes in the grade distribution, 
which, in turn, increase or decrease the number of vacancies available 
for promotion. However, by basing the grade distribution on the 
authorized number, we will maintain a constant grade distribution and 
thereby reduce the chance of any promotion inequities. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, enactment of clauses 26 and 27 will 
provide the Marine Corps with a realistic authorized strength for the 
active status Marine Corps Reserve upon which to base the determina- 
tion for Reserve officer grade distribution. 

The Marine Corps supports this legislation and encourages its 
immediate enactment. 

Mr. Morris. We have only 15 more minutes. We appreciate that. 

General Weer. I would like to assure the committee that the Ma- 
rine Corps is in fact carrying out the intent of the Armed Forces Re- 
serve Act of 1952. I am specifically referring now to the grassroots 
opinion, the recommendations, complaints, what have you, which come 

from the Active Reserve forces. Just as Admiral Keith outlined, 
the districts submit their ideas and recommendations of the Reserve 
officers directly to the Reserve Officer Policy Board. 

They cannot eliminate items which they do not agree with. They 
must forward them where they can be acted on by the Reserve Policy 
Board here in Washington, 

Second, insofar as representation of Reserve officers is concerned, in 
connection with the Reserve program, we are fully implementing the 
law and the intent of the law, in that we have about 50 percent of our 
district headquarters, as well as our national] headquarters, staffed 
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by Reserve officers. General Stickney is the Marine Corps Deputy 
Director of Reserve, and he is a Reserve officer. 

In conclusion, in that area we feel we are in fact receiving the ideas, 
the recommendations of the individual Reserves, and that they are 
being acted upon in Washington. 

So much for that aspect. As to promotion, we are on exacily the 
same system as Admiral Keith described, in that we use the running- 
mate principle, which insures that a Reserve officer comes up for pro- 
motion when his contemporary in the Regular service comes up. He 
is treated in no way different from the Regular in that respect. 

One point of interest—I think in the first hearings there was some 
discussion of the age of commanding officers of the Reserve units. We 
rotate our commanding officer assignments among Reserve officers, and 
it is only in exceptional cases we have an officer in command of a 
Reserve unit for more than 2 years. We feel we are giving everyone a 
chanee for promotion and as a Reserve officer in command of a unit. 

Turning directly to the bill, there are only two provisions in this 
bill which affect the Marine Corps. The first is to bring the strength 
of the Reserve more into consonance with our capabilities, and to 
bring it into line with mobilization requirements. Those are the two 
reasons why we wish this strength changed. 

Secondly, as you gentlemen realize, annually there are influxes into 
the Reserve due to releases from active duty. The numbers vary from 
year to year. Therefore, in order to even out the equity in promotion, 
we have asked that we base our promotion on the amended authorized 
strength. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the main problem in the Marine Corps ? 

General Wetier. Marine Corps Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes; because I know the Regulars don’t have any prob- 
lems. You don’t have any problems that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee can’t solve for you today ? 

General Weier. Yes, sir. We have no serious problem in the 
Marine Corps Reserve. These changes that we are introducing in 
this bill are simply to bring the strength into line with our actual 
capabilities and more nearly aline the strength to our mobilization 
requirements. The law which the Congress gave us in 1952, and the 
6-month Reserve individuals, which I am told we accept. rather 
reluctantly, are the keystone of our enlisted forces today. It is prob- 
ably the greatest thing that could have happened, and we are highly 
pleased with it. 

Mr. Rtvers. I never could understand how the Marine Corps, as 
smart as you fellows claim you are, and the people in my district are 
sure you are, ever missed the boat on that 6-month Reserve, because 
you have done more proselyting to get those boys in the Marine 
Corps than anybody I have ever seen, and successfully so, because 
you take the boy you like. 

I have been down to Parris Island, and those boys that go into the 
Marine Corps like it. I appointed a boy to the Academy. He had 
the 6 months down at Parris Island, and I said, “Now, I might ap- 
point you to the Academy.” He said “Make up your mind, because 
if you don’t the Marine Corps have already told me that I can go to 
the Academy through the Marine Corps.” 
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That is just an instance. I mean, seriously, you have found that to 
be a source of very fine, intelligent young men ¢ 

General WELLER. We have, indeed. We feel as a result of this pro- 
gram in the Marine Corps Reserve is in the healthiest condition it has 
ever been. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t have the unit problem that the Air Force 
and Army have had ? 

General Wetier. If you are speaking of the problem of promotion 
within the unit, no, sir, we don’t. Those officers are promoted when 
their contemporary in the Regular service is in a promotion zone. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the running mate? 

General Wetier. Yes, and we rotate the commanding officers job 
in the local area. 

Mr. Rivers. Will this assist you in the consideration of flag rank 
officers ? 

General Wetter. The running mate principle? There is no pro- 
vision in this bill for an increase in flag officers. 

Mr. Rivers. Is there an increase anywhere? 

Mr. Siatrinsuek. No; I was going to ask the general a couple of 
questions about the grade distribution. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Wampler, any questions ? 

Mr. Wamp er. No. 

Mr. Statinsnek. General, can you tell me where this idea of reduc- 
ing the authorized strength to apparently 24,000 as indicated in the 
bill originated? Whether it originated within the Marine Corps 
or whether its stimulus came from without the Marine Corps? 

General Wetter. Purely in the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Suatrnsuek. This is something you agree with ? 

General WeLLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suatrnsuek. Is this one of the considerations that the Policy 
Board passed on ? 

General Weiter. You have to go back to the intent of the law 
that sets the Reserves up and it is the intent of the law to meet your 
mobilization requirements. The mobilization requirements, of course, 
must be determined by the Regular service. Therefore, this is a 
matter which is primarily a matter of belonging to the Regular serv- 
ice by the nature of the law and the nature—— 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. It is a matter of military judgment, that is true. 
My point was whether or not the Reserve Forces Policy Board had 
any opportunity to make a recommendation in respect to this change 
in aa authorized strength ? 

yeneral Weiter. I don’t think as such. 

General Stickney. That decision was made during a period when 
the Board was not in session. It was made in conjunction with the 
oe amendment which we originally submitted. 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. One technical question. 

The bill indicates a change to an authorized strength of 24,000. I 
understand that that isinerror. It should be 24,500. 

General Wetter. That is correct. There was a clerical error made 
in that 500 was dropped off. It should be restored. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. On your numbers of flag officers, you are au- 
thorized five general officers, which is again a very small percentage 
and doesn’t compare favorably, of course, with the other services. 
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Can you tell the committee why so few reservists are eligible for 
general rank in the Marine Corps? 

General Wetter. Again, this is a matter of a finite requirement. 
We determine billets and structure which we feel are suitable jobs 
for general officers in the Marine Corps Reserve and the number is 
five—in other words, it is not related to the other services at all. It 
is not related to a percentage. It is related to what we feel are our 
bona fide requirements. 

Mr. SuatTiINsHEK. Can you tell me whether or not the Marine Corps 
made a recommendation at one time or another recommending a 
change upward in this 

General WELLER. We recommended seven. 

Mr. SiatTiINsHeK. An increase in seven or to a total of seven? 

General Weer. Five to seven. 

Mr. Rivers. Five general officers to seven general officers? 

General Wetter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Somebody has suggested 10. 

General WELLER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you compromise on 10? 

General WetiER. We would accept anything that Congress did in 
this area. 

Mr. Rivers. Didn’t I hear the figure 10 somewhere ? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Twelve was what you heard, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. You will accept 12 too, won’t you ? 





General Wetter. With more reluctance, sir. We feel that there is 
a reasonable requirement for perhaps 10. Twelve we would be very 
shaky on. 


Mr. SiatrnsHek. Mr. Chairman, one other question. I have refer- 
ence now to the grade of colonel. On the basis of maximum possible 
authorized strength and numbers, you would have an authorization 
for 500 slots in the grade of colonel. At the present time you have 
actually something like 110. Can you tell me why so few officers 
have apparently been promoted to the grade of colonel? This pro- 
portion doesn’t compare at all favorably with the other services. 
You have, therefore, roughly promoted 20 percent of your eligibles 
into this grade and the other services have promoted something like 
80 percent. 

yeneral Weiier. When you relate promotion in the Reserves to 
the Regular you automatically draw a number of officers in the zone. 
There is a finite limitation of how many people will come up. 

Second, we have made a 10-year projection and we have a hump 
problem in the Reserve which must be dealt with just as the Regular 
problem. 

All the officers in this hump over the next 5 to 7 years have to 
receive equity in promotion. We are building toward this number 
and will reach something in the neighborhood of 400 within a 5-year 

riod. 
ar SLATINSHEK. I am aware that you have to make your selection 
zones of such size as to provide equitable promotion opportunities to 
officers over a 5-year period. The Navy has the same problem. They 
have apparently the same hump problem, but they have promoted 
almost 80 percent of their eligibles, that is, up to their authorized 
strength of 80 percent. That was the thing that bothered me. I 
couldn’t relate the two. 
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It didn’t seem there were any factors present in your situation that 
didn’t apply in the case of the Navy. 

General Wetter. Basically I think you are not quite correct in say- 
ing that our hump problem is the same as the Navy's or very close to it. 

ur problem is significantly more difficult in both the Regular and 

the Reserve. So that has impact on it, but the major reason is the 
yang of opportunity for these who are coming up over the years. 
If we give excessive opportunity to this group, we have to take it 
away from someone that follows. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, General Weller. That ends the 
scheduled witnesses for today. 

The first witness tomorrow will be you, Colonel Brackett. You will 
have your supporting witnesses ? 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yours will be somewhat detailed ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Not less than a half hour of introduction to give 
you a picture of what the bill is like. 

Mr. Rivers. Will we be able to get to any of the associations to- 
morrow ? 

Mr. StatrnsHeEK. I would think so. It depends on the committee 
members, how rapidly they want to proceed. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will stand adjourned until tomorrow 
at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Thursday, June 4, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SupcoMMiTrex No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, June 4, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. We will come to order. 

The committee will continue hearings on H.R. 7325 and 5083. Be- 
fore we get to the service associations, the Reserve associations, the 
National Guard and Reserve and other witnesses outside of the De- 
fense Department, we will continue this morning with the testimony 
of Colonel Brackett. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Colonel Brackett is the witness for Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. Rivers. The first witness will be Lt. Col. Arthur A. Brackett 
who will be the witness for the Department of Defense. You will be 
the technical witness. 

Colonel Brackerr. I think you would call it that, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Brackett will be assisted by Lt. Col. Richard 
E. Eggleton, Jr., of the Army Office for Reserve—Maj. Luther E. 
Brown, Office of Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve, and Navy Capt. 
John E. Greenbacker, Bureau of Personnel. And Mr. Jim Minor, 
Office of the JAG Department of Air Force. 

Colonel Brackett, you may begin. As soon as we finish this we 
want to get to General Harrison, president of the National Guard 
Association. QheET peat 
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General, if you don’t mind waiting we ought to get to you sometime 
this morning. 

Colonel Brackerr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I think all of the officers accompanying me as my associate action 
officers have been introduced as well as Mr. Minor, Office of the Judge 
Advocate General. 

You asked earlier who wrote this bill. Mr. Minor is the man who 
has written the bill. Mr. Minor has been associated with ROPA 
since the beginning. He was in on the original drafting of ROPA 
and has been closely associated with it ever since. He is a recognized 
expert on military law. His technical and legal assistance I am 
sure will be very valuable during these hearings. 

Mr. Rivers. We have seen brother Minor before. 

Mr. Brackett. This presentation, Mr. Chairman, is in the nature of 
an orientation. 

It is my purpose to present to this committee, for its consideration, 
the various proposed amendments contained in H.R. 7325. To do 
this, I have divided my presentation as follows: 

First, a short introduction. 

Here, I had planned to make a very brief mention of legislative 
history, but the chairman covered this much more explicitly and 
eloquently than I could hope to do. ‘Therefore, I shall cover a short 
discussion to show the strength and make up of the services, and then 
an outline of the essential areas of similarity and differences between 
the systems of the services. 

I should like, then, to devote a moment or two to give you a brief 
picture of some of the actions taken since ROPA came into effect. 

Finally, I propose to present an outline of the amendments. With 
your permission, I shall do this by a general presentation by category ; 
amendments grouped together, without regard to their order in the 
bill, but by subjects they are designed to affect. 

First, to discuss ROPA, itself. 

Secretary Finucane, the first witness quoted from the preamble to 
ROPA, when he stated it was to govern the “promotion, precedence, 
constructive credit, distribution, retention, and elimination of” Re- 
serve officers. All these things go together to make up a system for 
the promotion and administration of Reserve officers. 

ROPA was divided into several titles; a general title governing 
Reserve officers of all Armed Forces, and separate titles for the Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps, the Air Force, and the Coast Guard. This 
was undoubtedly in recognition of the different systems that were 
required for each service. This, then, brings us to the subject of the 
similarities and the differences in the services. 

As to similarities in the administration of Reserve offices, they lie 
in the following areas: 

1. Method of appointment and granting of service credit upor 
appointment. 

2. Criteria for active status and eligibility for promotion. 

3. Composition and administration of selection boards. 

4. Retention of officers with Reserve obligations. 

5. Retention of officers within 2 years of qualifying for retirement. 

There are also a number of areas wherein the Army and the Air 
Force have similar laws for their Reserves. They include: 
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1. Promotion and elimination of women officers, nurses, and medical 
specialists. 

2. Administration of officers promoted in the Army National Guard 
and ANG. 

As to differences between the services, they result principally from 
two factors: the differences in promotion systems for the Regular 
or active duty force, and the basic differences in structure, mission, 
and traditions of the service, particularly in regard to the Reserve 
forces. 

To give you a picture of the essential differences between the four 
services at the present time, I would like to display several charts for 
a moment. These are related to the two most important features of 
ROPA, promotion and elimination. 


Authorized and actual strengths (in an active status) 








Service Authorized Actual 
i ee See. | OSs Sine dt mis ddbcadtdsbonssnaedivadeekbaceeadion 275, 000 271, 000 
Navy Fic ccade oeticentniavends esieae ae ae sddedesedivAudn 150, 000 133, 000 
CS a ae are RE Cee as a | 29, 500 23, 800 
"dae ee Se ee ght ee LE eee BE Rae Me CES ave ~s 200, 000 178, 000 





This first chart shows the current authorized and actual strength 
of the four services. These are the authorized strengths of ROPA. 
Army, 275,000. They have actually assigned at the present time 
271,000. 

Navy, 150,000; they have 133,000. 

The Marines, 29,500 ; they have 23,800. 

The Air Force, 200,000 ; they have 178,000 officers at the present time. 

These are Reserve officers in an active status. They consist of three 
broad categories: The Reserve officers on active duty; the Reserve 
officers who are in the Ready Reserve ; and the Reserve officers who are 
in the Standby Reserve, other than those on the inactive status list. 

Mr. Rivers. Their promotions are carried out by existing law? 

Colonel Brackerr. Every one of the officers who are in an active 
status come under some promotion system or other in ROPA. ROPA 
is designed to provide for promotion of all officers in an active status. 

Mr. Rivers. And being on active duty does not affect the organic 
law which was designed to take care of the Reserves on inactive status, 
on ready status or active status. 

Colonel Brackerr. Those who are on active duty are in an active 
status and come under the ROPA provisions. I will explain that in 
a little more detail for the three services. 

Mr. Rivers. I understand the ROPA before us is designed for people 
in the Reserve. ; 

Colonel Brackerrt. It is also designed to take care of, for the Army 
and the Air Force, the Reserve officers on active duty as far as Reserve 
promotion goes. Their active duty promotions are provided for under 
a separate section of the law. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Do you have figures later that show Inactive Re- 
serve—— 

Colonel Bracxert. Inactive list ? 

s ave Wrnsteap. I understand the 271,000 includes those on active 
uty 
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Colonel Brackerr. It is everybody but those on the inactive status 
list and Retired Reserve. I do not have those on the chart because 
ROPA does not take them under consideration. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. These figures include those who are on standby ? 

Colonel Brackerr. If they are in an active status, which means 
getting the minimum number of points required. 

Mr. Winsreap. Do you have those figures later ? 

Colonel Brackerr. We can furnish those. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


NUMBER OF RESERVISTS IN INACTIVE AND RETIRED STATUS 


AIR FORCE 


As of April 30, 1959, there were 36,820 Reserve officers of the Air Force in the 
inactive status list and 9,623 officers in the Retired Reserve. 


ARMY 


As of March 31, 1959, there were 7,932 Reserve officers of the Army in the 
inactive status list of which 2,522 were inactive National Guard. There were 
66,738 Reserve officers in the Retired Reserve of the Army. 


NAVY 


The Navy commenced a coordinated effort designed to assign to the inactive 
status list all of its nonparticipating officer personnel in January 1950 and has 
continued that program every year except during 1954. Since 1954 it has pursued 
a course designed to keep the Naval Reserve within its statutory limits by dis- 
charging those officers who have been on the list for 3 or more years unless the 
individual specifically requests to be retained on the list and can establish his 
mobilization potential as sufficiently significant to outweigh his lack of current 
participation. 

This discharge program has resulted in the following actions from January 1, 
1953, to January 1, 1957: 


LU Ee Saari e ke ees Cer ES a ee tS ee 80, 000 
EE RE a REY ae es Ce eS Cte een, TARE: ae aah fk ee eee er ee ae eee 37, 000 
ena gRagh ER ame SEAR eT IE aS t= SRS RS ae OR ee Se Pe ee hee 25, 000 
Nk a OLE. dn hi SO ltd Ui SUL ES 30, 000 


The action on this list since July 1, 1957: 
To July 1, 1958: 


Teens Wr See Ne eh eas Be 39, 500 
PRON 2 a a sk AA LLL ee 2, 500 
ih bd os sire kb id oetde nt eed pio aeniseien don mueees 1, 000 
De tincbabarhtentnnhbaubpenmekdasdab thou csnismnbbihaelton 740 
To July 1, 1959: 
Sn INR gs Str crear es gt elev digg Where res-on-a a egremesees poe arer tne: Miaenad ee ae 40, 000 
DIO sia in ls al ehh Lia nda wa Lb hei hehehe 16, 000 
| ee ee eS 4, 700 
ee ae ee Lee OEELS CeO eee Fn ee ee meeN 3, 200 


Total strength of Retired Reserve (without pay), 42,000. 


Mr. Rivers. I am guilty of interrupting you. So you go ahead. 

Mr. Statinsuek. | thought perhaps you might explain very briefly 
the difference between an active status and an inactive status officer. 
That might clear up some of the trouble. 

Mr. Rivers. In regard to promotion ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Brackert. ROPA is quite distinct on that. To be in a pro- 
motion status you must be in an active status. To be in an active status 
you must earn the minimum number of points prescribed by the Sec- 
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retary during any l-year period. This minimum number is earned 
points and gratuitous points, the latter being 15. At the present time 
the number required for the Air Force is 30; the Army, Navy, and Ma- 
rine Corps is 27. 

Mr. Rivers. How do you get the gratuitous points ? 

Colonel Brackerr. By being a Reserve officer. 

Mr. Morris. Why is it in each category that the actual is in each in- 
stance less than the authorized? What is the fundamental reason for 
that? 

Colonel Brackett. I was planning to go into that a little bit later. 
These have fluctuated. In all cases except one—the Army—we have 
reduced strength since ROPA became effective. I will show you these 
figures later. We were over strength at the time ROPA came into 
effect. There have been a number of factors which recently have 
caused these shortages. The elimination as a result of two passovers 
under ROPA began taking effect last year for the first time. 

The Air Force, for example—and I have covered that later—trans- 
ferred 20,000 Reserve officers in 1958 to the Regular force. And there 
has been a cutback in some of the services in our procurement of 
officers. 

Mr. Rivers. The availability of armories, capital for training 

Colonel Bracxerr, That would have something to do with it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. It is not my intention to take you away from this 
chart. We do have an element of the Reserves that I think we ought 
to look at and that is the Standby or honorary Reserves. We wrote 
ROPA and set up this particular segment of reserves. We did so 
with the understanding that periodically we would look at them. We 
would look at it for the purpose of determining what you were doing 
in the way of actually furnishing a haven for certain types of Reserve 
officers, and also where you were keeping it cleaned out of dead timber 
from time totime. What is the picture in this area ? 

Colonel Brackett. I can only speak from my experience with the 
Air Force on this. Officers who failed to participate for one reason 
or another are normally transferred to the inactive status list. After 
2 or 3 years they are screened, interviewed by letter, and so on and so 
forth to determine their intentions to continue as an Active reservist. 
They later may transfer back to the active status list or if they meet. 
the minimum eligibility and apply for it they can be transferred to 
the Retired Reserve. The Retired Reserve has nothing to do with 
retirement. It is more like the old honorary reserve. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. We have actually three segments of reserves in 
this particular area. 

First, the inactive. We have second, the honorary, and we have 
third, the retired. 

The Retired Reserve—he can be called in the event of an emergency, 
if he meets the physical qualifications and so forth. 

The honorary reserve is a man like—a reserve like General Sarnoff 
of RCA whose duties are such that he cannot afford to take an active 
part in the Reserves but whose abilities we need in the time of 
emergency. 

The Inactive Reserve is the one who has not attended drills and who 
has lost interest or who was transferred there because of inefficiency 
and so forth. Can we get some figures on this particular area of the 
Reserve program ? 
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Colonel Bracxerr. Yes, sir. I can furnish the figures. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The last time we looked at the Reserve program 
the several services assured us that they were going to take the action 
that we prescribed when we wrote ROPA, and I would like to know 
if they took that action or not in constantly cleaning out the dead 
timber in that. 

Mr. Rivers. Give us the latest figures you have on that. 

Colonel Bracketr. We have a very definite regulation on how to 
screen these people. 

Mr. Rivers. Get the respective people to get the information. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Question. What are the Air Force policies and procedures used in screening 
officers from the inactive status list? 

Answer. Section 273, title 10, United States Code (formerly sec. 211, Armed 
Forces Reserve Act of 1952, as amended) prescribes that an inactive status 
list will be maintained in the Standby Reserve. It further prescribes that the 
Secretary concerned shall establish by regulations the qualifications for place- 
ment thereon and for return to an active status of members thereof. 

Air Force regulations (AFR’s 45-3, 45-5, and 45-19) in implementation of the 
above law prescribes that an individual who fails to satisfactorily participate 
in Reserve training to the extent of earning the minimum of 15 points (gratuitous 
points excluded) during his retention year will be assigned to the inactive 
status list. These regulations also prescribe that the inactive status list 
will be screened annually to identify persons to be eliminated therefrom. An 
individual so identified is contacted and given the opportunity of electing one 
of the following: 

(a) Being placed on the Retired Reserve if qualified and he applies 
therefor. 

(b) Return to an active program element and participate in Reserve 
training except that a reservist who has twice failed may not thereafter be 
reassigned to an active status program element. 

(c) Resign. 

Normally individuals may not be retained on the inactive status list longer 
than 8 years unless it is determined that such retention is in the best interest 
of the Air Force. Retention under this provision is usually restricted to person- 
nel with critical military skills and individuals with military service obligations 
that have not yet been satisfied. 

At the end of an individual's retention year, a review is conducted to determine 
if he met the minimum requirement (15 earned points) for retention of an 
active status. If he did not meet the minimum requirement he is placed on the 
inactive status list. At the end of 1 year after placement on the inactive status 
list the reservist is individually contacted and advised that he must elect one 
of the aforementioned options. A person who does not reply or who replies 
but does not elect an option is placed before a disposition board of officers for 
consideration for discharge or retention on the inactive status list for an 
additional period. 

The policies and procedures outlined above have been in effect since 1955. 
Additionally, when an officer is placed on the inactive status list for the first 
time he is personally advised by a certified letter, return receipt required, that 
if he is returned to an active status and fails to participate for the second time 
he will again be placed on the inactive status list and will not thereafter be 
permitted to return to an active status. 
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Report of dipsosition of personnel eliminated from inactive status list 














Returned to Reserve 
an active retired Resigned Discharged 
status list 
a ee 5 ee Re ere 36, 863 2, 576 18, 948 12, 884 
ee eee once a ielowenwekhgamuan 8, 202 857 2, 9, 219 
ee eee el eres aed. 17, 306 310 1, 041 8, 835 
aR nn RRR RR RE EE ll RE TS BS 4, 883 274 360 2, 651 
ia aa cucakameunes 67, 254 4,017 | 23, 207 33, 589 














1 Jan. 1, 1959, through June 15, 1959. 


Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Colonel Brackett. 
Colonel Brackerr. I have these figures, these actual figures broken 
down in the various services : 























Army 
STRENGTH BY CATEGORY 
a se ie iawn ne) mia 271, 026 
SRE PSESRS ES 647 8 Faapee Ogee eae Mh Able. theater sande di he<e= chen dt neod be pabel daebnenalahd 66, 856 
SE eee ; , - ‘ Fae : : 190, 672 
Table of organization and table of distribution units________- : ae : ee 
ther__. Brtde i ae iE Sits 112, 919 
ees. ss Deak : 13, 498 
STRENGTH BY GRADE 
| Authorized | Actual 
Gonerel. =. ....... sae 207 | 203 
Colonel_--. ibis g 5, 500 | 5, 202 
Lieutenant colonel... ___- 16, 500 22, 970 
Major_____. : 35, 750 | 40, 253 
Captain - eee 96, 250 | 59, 208 
Lieutenant _. -} 120, 793 | 143, 461 
Total | 275, 000 | | 71, 297 
Screening actions USAR 
| | 
| Fiscal year | Fiscal year Ist half | 
| 1957 } | 1958 fiscal year Total 
| 1959 
| =. = 
| | 
Officers: 
Discharged.............-...----- 3, 087 | 4, 456 | 1, 767 | 9, 310 
Transferred to Standby or Retired Reserve. | 22, 786 12, 141 4, 683 2. 8, 610 
Se) Se Pe en eee | 25, 873 | 16, 597 "6, 450 | "48, 920 
1 
1 Screening report was inaugurated in September 1956. In the 3 months prior to September, a total of 


45,492 was discharged. No records are available regarding transfers during those 3 months. 


Note.—Although no statistical information is available on screening actions in the Army National Guard, 
screening procedures are being followed in consonance with provisions of applicable Army Regulations as 
modified by National Guard Regulations. 


Screening of the Standby Reserve (inactive status list) 


(a) Procedures: The procedures utilized in the screening of the Standby 
Reserve, Inactive (inactive status list) are as follows: 

(1) All officers assigned to the list are presumed to possess significant mobili- 
zation potential at the time of their original assignment thereto. Upon the 
completion of 3 years on that list they are then solicited to resolve their status. 
The officers are provided with information concerning the various statuses in the 
Naval Reserve, and the consequences and privileges afforded each status. This 


same solicitation letter provides the officers with information concerning the 
Naval Reserve training program and the opportunity it affords members in an 
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active status to earn credit toward retirement at age 60. Finally, this letter 
advises the officers of the qualifications which must be completed in order to 
establish their entitlement to receive retired pay at age 60 under Public Law 
810, and the problems which they will face in seeking to earn entitlement to 
these benefits, e.g., the mandatory discharge program established by Public 
Law 773, and the mandatory retirement ages for officers in an active status. 
The letters afford the officers the options of requesting the acceptance of their 
resignation, return to an active status, transfer to the Retired Reserve (with- 
out pay), or presenting any statement they desire to have considered by the 
Naval Reserve Officer Mobilization Disposition Board relative to the disposition 
of their case. 

Officers who do not respond to this letter, those who do respond by requesting 
an alternative which they are not qualified for, and those who reply requesting to 
be retained on the inactive status list for an additional period are referred to 
the above board. This board evaluates the records of these officers against 
the mobilization needs of the Navy. Based on the recommendations of this 
board, the officers are either discharged or retained on the list. 

(b) Regulations: 

(1) BuPers Instruction 1821.1A: Promulgated under the following provisions 
of law: 

(a) The Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. 
(b) Publie Law 810. 
(c) Publie Law 773. 
(2) SeeNav Instruction 1900.2. 
(3) Title 10, United States Code, sections 1001, 1002, 1005, and 6410. 
Marine Corps—Procedures for screening of inactive status list 


Subsequent to the passage of ROPA the Marine Corps established very strin- 
gent requirements for the inactive status list of the Marine Corps Reserve. 

In order for a member to qualify for assignment to this category he— 

(a) must not be required by law or regulation to remain in an active 
status ; 
(b) must be unable (as opposed to fail) to participate satisfactorily ; and 
(c) must possess a future mobilization potential. 
Our district directors are provided with current lists of MON’s for which we have 
unfilled mobilization requirements. 

District directors have been granted authority to return personnel to an active 
status on their request, provided the circumstances which led to their assign- 
ment no longer exist, they are otherwise qualified, and a mobilization vacancy 
exists for their grade and MOS. 

Officers who fail to earn a minimum of 27 Reserve retirement credits and do 
not meet the requirements for assignment to the inactive status list and those 
officers who have been on the inactive status list for 3 years are brought before 
a board of officers, the majority of whom are Reserves, and are afforded an op- 
portunity to retire if qualified, or resign. Those who do not elect one of these 
alternatives are discharged. In very rare cases, officers are retained on the 
inactive status list for an additional 3 years. 

At the time the Marine Corps commenced screening the inactive status list 
there were over 11,000 officers on that list. On March 31, of this year that num- 
ber had been reduced to 1,108. The requirements I have outlined are still in 
effect and disposition boards are convened at our district headquarters as neces- 
sary to consider the disposition of this group of officers. 

In the Marine Corps Reserve, the price of retention is a sincere effort to 
participate. 


This is active officers in an active status; their strength by category and 
by grade. The Army has a total of 270,000; on active duty is 66,000. 
I believe some 10,000 of these are on active duty as enlisted men. 

In the Ready Reserve is 190,000. 

Mr. Rivers. Does that 190,000 represent the 66 or in addition 

Colonel Brackerr. This isa special category that lam giving. The 
three major breakdowns are the Ready Reserve, the active duty and 
the standby in an active status. These are Ready reservists not on 
active duty. Table of organization and table of distribution units 
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for the Army among this 190,000 are 77,000. The remaining 112,000 
are in various other categories, most of them are obligors who are 
legal Ready reservists but have not yet fulfilled their military obliga- 
tion. 

Mr. Rivers. Give us an example of a table of distribution, that 
77,000— 

Colonel Bracket. 77,753. 

Mr. Rivers. That would be somebody on duty 

Colonel Bracxerr. Table of organization and table of distribution. 

Mr. Rivers. TDY is temporary duty ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. The strength of the standby is 13,498. 
This is given in an active status. The strength by grade is as follows. 
If you would like me to read them to you, I can. This is the author- 
ized strength derived from the percentage limitations and the actual 
strength. 

Mr. Rivers. All that is going in the record ? 

Colonel Brackerr. All of these statistics will be furnished in more 
detail. If you wish me to stop and read any of these I will be glad 
to do so. 





Navy 
STRENGTH BY CATEGORY 

Teeiss tls bboas ; ‘ : 133, 000 
See SY - +0: 7 es Se en ee ee ee jatpiesee : . 25,000 
Ready Reserve - 81, 000 
In training. ___ 44, 000 
Nonpaid- nonparticipating. . 5 eid ‘ 37, 000 
Standby Reserve- . , . 27, 000 


STRENGTH BY GRADE 





Authorized Actual 

Admiral. _ ebdenisa ble} ‘ . 48 33 
Captain - ae 4 . , 2, 249 | 1,771 
Commander . : 10, 497 | 12, 825 
Lieutenant commander -_-__- F 32, 990 21, 906 
Lieutenant F 55, 482 40, 916 
Lieutenant (junior grade) - - - -- : Ps ; 48, 734 41, 984 
Ensign _ - - - : 12, 478 

re ade -sieqeegen ~ it 2gi5 = —e ‘ 275, 000 | 271, 297 





The Navy, 133,000: 58,000 on active duty; 81,000 in the Ready 
Reserve ; 27,000 in the Standby Reserve. 

In the Ready Reserve 44,000 classified as im training and these are 
nonpaid, nonparticipating. I might mention now that the various 
statistical methods of reporting these in the three services made 1 
difficult to reconcile this down toa simple chart. ‘The grade distribu- 
tion is as follows. 

Mr. Rivers. Why have we only got 33 admirals when we could have 
48 ¢ 

Captain Greensacker. Mr. Chairman, the number of 48 was arrived 
at originally, I think as Captain Jackson pointed out yesterday, not 
upon a computation of mobilization requirements but based rather 
on the number of Reserve flag officers on active duty in World War II. 
Actually since then the Navy has never come up to that figure, but 
rather arrived at the more realistic figure based upon what they now 
consider to be mobilization requirements. 
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Mr. Rivers. If your bill were enacted into law, H.R. 7325, how 
ey would you have under authorized there? 

Captain Greenspacker. There would be no change on that, sir. It 
would still be the same. Under the present law we are permitted to 
promote to numbers which would be based on a percentage of the actual 
strength of the active status Reserves, which is 133,000 as opposed to 
a percentage of the 150,000. 

So under the present law we could not promote up to the 48. We 
could only promote up to a proportional number in the ratio of 133 to 
150. If it was placed in the law so that we could promote to the au- 
thorized strength, we could promote up to 48. 

Mr. Suarinsuek. I had a question. I was under the impression 
there was no percentage limitation on flag officers. You had a numer- 
ical limitation. 

Captain Greenpacker. You are right, sir. That is a numerical 
limitation. Itis48 in the law. 

Mr. Rivers. Then what you said— 

Captain GREENBACKER. It is not true for flag officers—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is why Lasked you. 

Don’t you think it would be good for morale if you made it possible 
rs provide each of the various geographical ares is where you have these 
fine Reserve units, with representative flag officers’ You only have 
about 70 percent selected of the ones that you could have, and it 
wouldn’t cost you 5 cents to put them on active duty. 

Captain Greenpacker. That is true, sir. Undoubtedly it would 
have a beneficial morale factor. 

Mr. Rivers. I tell everybody who is appearing before our committee 
we have a fine candidate on this committee. And I want to know 
whether he is going to be considered. I am just using that as an 
example. You have people all over this country who have had four 
stripes for I don’t know how long. And it can’t hurt the organization, 
even though you only use them for parades. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Which would be ridiculous, of course. 

If there is anything I know anything about, it is the Navy. T have 
lived with them all my life. I have seen more Reserve officers than 
a show dog can jump over. I know the Navy has a good Reserve, and 
you know that. So has the Marine Corps, because ‘T have lived with 
them, and it has been fine because you have these cruises you can give 
them. They take them regularly. The units are active. All of them 
are down where I live. And it is throughout the country, I assume. 
So the Navy has a fine Reserve for many years, as you know. I think 
it would be a good thing if the Navy would, and it goes for the rest 
of the services, too. But I know something about the Navy, and 
that is why I am talking to you. 

Privately, you tell everybody you have the best Reserve because 
yours has been going for years and years, before the Air Force got 
in business, and the Army. You know that is the way you fellows 
talk. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Sure, that is the way you talk. So you ought to make 
it possible for these fellows to get these flag ranks. 

Did you go tothe Academy ¢ 
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Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You wouldn’t object to somebody having a flag rank ? 
Captain GREENBACKER. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Every Navy officer would like to have a flag rank. I 
am serious about it. 

Captain Greenpacker. Of course, to promote to flag rank based 
upon other than 

Mr. Rivers. Don’t say vacancy, because you can build up the organi- 
zation and justify it. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Of course, we do run into the question of putting ourselves into a 
position where we might be criticized for so doing or for inflating the 
structure. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you ever been criticized for promoting a Reserve 
officer / 

Captain GREENBACKER. The Navy hasn’t, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That isa good answer. 

Mr. Rivers. You know how hard it has been during the war—off 
the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Anverson. I think we don’t see the full situation if we look only 
at the authorized strength of 1948 and compare the 1933 with that 
1948. Actually, the 1948 isa much lower figure than would be justified 
on the basis of the number of officers by comparison with the other 
services. 

Actually, they could justify a very substantially greater number 
than the 1948. They have pared down the number of reservists who 
could be authorized in first setting up their program. And then they 
are paring down the number of flag officers in the Reserve still fur- 
ther by not living up to the authorization, which is a minimum, way 
below the figure they ought to have, and the justification that we have 
had so far is totally inadequate. To talk about not needing them for 
mobilization is out of the question. It is not reasonable. In the case 
of mobilization they are going to need a lot more flag officers than they 
have. 

There is always a suspicion that they may be holding a lot of those 
in reserve but not for Reserve officers in case of mobilization and an 
expanded base. 

I think that this committee, in looking at this legislation, ought to 
take a much closer look to require that the Navy, since in the view 
of these figures they are completely deficient, actually select a proper 
number. We could amend ROPA to prescribe the selection. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I had in mind. 

Your Reserve is set up by districts? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If the commandant of each naval district—how many 
do you have, 14? 

aptain GreenBacKeR. A total of 17, including the ones that are 
outside the continental limits. 

Mr. Rivers. I had forgotten we had States outside—— 

Captain GreenBacker. Yes, sir; we have 13 within the continental 
limits. 




















2097 


Mr. Rivers. If the commandant of each of those naval districts 
were to make a release, that in the table of organization they are going 
to have a Reserve admiral here and there, and various places, it would 
be quite a stimulus. Those fellows would really get busy. Austerity 
sometimes doesn’t help too much, you know. You have to be kind of 
bold. You have heard of people in various branches of the service 
being accused of being bold, haven’t you? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, that wasn’t true either. 

But you could try. The fact that you only got 70 percent, you 
wouldn’t want anybody to say that you are 70 percent of your poten- 
tial. 

Captain Greensacker. I think there is no question about the in- 
centive effect, as you said, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what we asked. 

Captain Greenpacker. As to the mobilization requirements and the 
comparison with the other services, I think there is a substantial dif- 
ference between the Navy and the other services as to mobilization 
because the other services have Reserve units which are much larger, 
such as the Reserve divisions and the National Guard divisions. We 
do not have Reserve units comparable to that sort of size combat units. 

Mr. Rivers. You have a Reserve admiral in every district ? 

Captain Greenpacker. | think that is probably substantially cor- 
rect. I don’t think it was actually based on that. 

Mr. Rivers. Could you stand two or three, your table of organi- 
zation ¢ 

Captain GrEENBACKER. Undoubtedly we could stand them. 

Mr. Rivers. The naval district is a big area. Our district down 
home runs from North Carolina to Louisiana and then goes to Ten- 
nessee and includes Tennessee. I imagine these other States, some of 
them, are even larger. Am I right, Mr. Van Zandt ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. When I started these hearings, I mentioned that this is 
a morale proposition we are on. If this is not a morale proposition, 
my mail is in error. 

What we want to do is make it possible for people to be in an area 
of consideration. That goes for all the services, not only the Navy. 

Mr. Anperson. If I could continue, just with the point I was oak 
ing, and in answer to the fact that the Army and Navy situation is 
different, I would point out that that is largely a matter of semantics. 
The grade structure is based on the number of people you have. Just 
to take a very rough comparison here, we have approximately half 
the number in the Navy that we have in the Army, yet in the Army 
we have authorized 207 general officers, whereas the Navy, with half 
as many, has only 48. If they had a proportionate number, they 
would have 103 instead of 48. The Army, with 207 authorized, has 
204 made. The Navy, with 48 authorized, has only 33 made. It seems 
to me this is a cause for alarm and further action by this committee. 

Mr. Rivers. We ought to look at this, find out what the reason was 
for that number 48, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 





2098 


BACKGROUND MATERIAL ON RESERVE FLAG BILLETS PROVIDED BY NAVY 





1. Section 5457 of title 10 authorizes 48, active status, Naval Reserve officers 
to be in the permanent grade of rear admiral; the strength of 48 is definitely 
distributed amongst the line and various staff corps. Section 5892 of title 10 
requires the Secretary of the Navy to annually prescribe for each grade, in- 
cluding rear admiral, the number that he determines to be necessary to provide 
for an equitable opportunity for promotion among succeeding groups of Reserve 
officers. 

2. Considering the above, a 5-year promotion plan is developed and a deter- 
mination is made as to the number to be selected each year on the basis of a con- 
Sideration of the number of vacancies estimated for the next higher grade in 
each of the next 5 years, the number of officers who will be eligible for selec- 
tion in each of those years, and the terms of service that those officers will have 
completed. 

3. As section 5899 of title 10 places a male officer of the Naval Reserve in a 
promotion zone when his running mate is in or above the promotion zone, the 
numbers of Reserve officers who each year are placed within promotion zones 
are not functions of mobilization requirements, but merely the operation of the 
“running mate” principle. Uniformity of size of each year’s Reserve officer 
“vear groups” is nonexistent; some year groups consist of but 1 or 2, others of 
150 or more. So it is that some numbers must be “saved” to afford the large 
“vear groups” equitable opportunity. Further, it occasionally happens that a 
Reserve Flag Selection Board will return, unused, one or more of the numbers 
it was authorized to select. 

4. As the organizational structure of each military service varies, it follows 
that it is inappropriate to establish identical ratios of flag officers to the total 
number of officers for all services; this situation is recognized in title 10 and 
the number of general officers prescribed for an army having a specific number 
of total officers varies considerably with the number of flag officers prescribed 
for a navy having the same number of total officers. Further, it is noted that 
unlike other branches of the military, the Naval Reserve does not train mobiliza- 
tion units of a size or nature that require a flag officer. 

». It is planned that Naval Reserve flag officers will be used in future periods 
of nattional emergency much as they were under the trial and proven utilization 
in World War II; they will be ordered to duty as requirements dictate. The 
total flag requirements of the Navy have been thoroughly examined and it is 
considered the 48 flag numbers authorized by title 10 are optimum for this ang- 
menting group. It should be noted that following the selection of a Naval 
Reserve officer to flag grade, his entire record is reviewed and a tentative flag 
assignment, to be filled following mobilization, is made; such assignments are up- 
dated annually. 


Colonel Brackerr. Marine Corps chart : 


Marine Corps 
STRENGTH BY CATEGORY 
Total __. ‘ 23. 800 


On active duty , 300 
Ready Reserve... 13, 500 





Training... = é 3,500 
Nonpaid-nonparticipating ~ 10, 000 
Standby i weet 5, 000 
STRENGTH BY GRADE 
Authorized Actual 
General re as aaa c ; 5 5 
Colonel 590 72 
Lieutenant colonel. . ; sides 1,770 | 1,415 
Major. belt, Det . . ‘ wd Sok | 3, 540 2, 830 
Captain 10, 325 | &, 235 
Lieutenant 13, 275 10, 600 


Total ‘ ; ‘ 20, 505 | 23, 557 
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A total strength of 23,800: 5,300 on active duty, 13,500 in the Re- 
serve, 5,000 in the Standby. Their authorized and actual strength 
is indicated here. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Colonel Brackerr. The Air Force: 


Air Force 


Total J Pepe ine oe Cee eee Se ee ee eS 178, 323 

On active duty. --- ee a on ‘ a ee ee 

Ready Reserve . ¥ Ghent BO RM 
Air National Guard i Use. ISIS 8, 036 
Air Foree Reserve—Paid training. -- a ede 44 edits en tah Qaniias “Oe 
Air Force Reserve—N/P-N/P__- - . équctnees Ber eo eines 10, 731 

Standby Reserve ; : ‘ . 49,313 


STRENGTH BY GRADE 





Authorized | Actual 











General foe 157 70 
Colonel ~~ , * ‘ he cite ‘ ets. FE aS | 3, 600 2, 045 
Lieutenant Colonel. .._._-..............---- hse Ses 2 OS eee ee a 9, 200 16, 347 
Major ae awcneseuuubachabas ee aes eee PE OSS | 28,000 | 30, 546 
Captain . ‘ : foes ; ; kinlgetcsdiad 64,000 | 47,422 
Lieutenant. __- ited oo oh ET SEY ad 95,043 | 81,893 

Tetalisl. 2c. . citia. nq Job iss clk. sills. candle cctvaisl. dnc 200, 000 | 178, 323 





A total of 178,000. We have 82,000 on active duty. These are 
actual active duty officers. We have about 2,000 Reserve officers serv- 
ing as airmen. We carry them statistically in our Standby Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. You have almost half of your officers on active duty, 
don’t you? 

Colonel Brackerr. Over half of our officers on active duty are Re- 
serve officers. Almost half of our active status officers are on active 
duty ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You have a larger percentage than any branch of the 
service on active duty. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You have integrated a greater percentage. 

Colonel Brackerr. We built up to 50,000 Regular officers but at the 
end of World War II we only had less than 2,000 Regular officers. 

Our grade distribution and grade authorization is thus: You will 
note we have a considerable overage in the grade of lieutenant colonel 
and major, and I will discuss that a little later. 

Mr. Anprerson. Might we ask him to explain why the Air Force 
has only made 70 of the 157 general officers authorized here and only 
2,000 of the 3,600 full colonels authorized ? 

Colonel Brackett. Sir, how we got the 157 authorization is a deep 
mystery that I tried to search out of legislative history for a long 
long time. I don’t seem able to find anything, except we do have a 
record of what we originally listed as our requirement at the time 
of the ROPA hearings in 1953, which was 76. As to why we have 
not filled up to the complete 157, I am not prepared to answer that, 
having very little to do with general officer promotions or require- 
ments. 

If you would desire this information, we will try and supply it 
for the record. 
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Mr. Anperson, If it is agreeable with the chairman, I think we 
should know here the basis of the authorization and the reason that 
the authorization is not approximately met. 

Mr. Puiern. Would you like to home that information ? 

Mr. Anpverson. I vould request that information be presented to 
the committee. 

Mr. Pumsin. That information is requested by Mr. Anderson, and 
it will be furnished to the committee so that we may have it before us. 
(The information requested is as follows :) 


The Air Force has promoted Reserve officers to fill only about one-half of the 
authorized structure because with the present relatively large “active force-in- 
being” the Air Force has required only one-half of the authorized number. Thus, 
although ROPA authorized 157 Air Force Reserve general officers, this author- 
ization was based primarily on the Reserve general officer needs, as envisioned 
in 1952-53, which to a considerable extent reflected the mobilization require 
ments experienced in the Korean war. The present status of having the au- 
thorized structure only about one-half filled is not considered inconsistent with 
ROPA which states (sec. 503(a)) “It is not mandatory that the number author- 
ized for the general grades be maintained.” 


NUMBER OF NAVAL RESERVE CAPTAINS AUTHORIZED, NUMBER OR BOARD, AND 
REASON NOT UP TO STRENGTH 


Section 5457(b), title 10, United States Code, authorizes 1.5 percent of the 
total number of Naval Reserve line officers, in an active status, to be in the 
permanent grade of captain. 

Latest total number of Naval Reserve line officers in an active status: 91,528; 
1.5 times 91,528 equals 1,374 allowed ; permanent appointment equals 505; total, 
temporary and permanent equals 715. 

Why not up to maximum authorized? 

1. Mobilization requirements do not require—Reserve is to be basically re- 
sponsive to mobilization needs. Law merely gives maximum numbers allowed. 

2. Promotions based on 5-year study to provide flow, and opportunity of pro- 
motion to succeeding eligible groups. 


NUMBER OF COLONELS AUTHORIZED, NUMBER ON BOARD, AND REASON FOR Not 
BEING UP TO STRENGTH 


If this proposed legislation is enacted with an authorized strength for the 
active status Marine Corps Reserve of 24,500, the maximum number of Reserve 
colonels would be 490. As stated by the counsel, there was approximately 110 
Reserve colonels in an active status in February of this year. 

The difference between the actual number of Reserve colonels and the au- 
thorized number is the result of two factors (1) the small numbers of Reserve 
officers in promotion zone to colonel, and (2) the requirement to maintain 
equality of opportunity for promotions. 

During the next 5 to 7 years, larger numbers of Reserve lieutenant colonels 
will be placed in the promotion zone to colonel, and as a result it is estimated 
that the Reserve colonel’s grade distribution will increase as follows: 
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Note.—Fiscal year 1966 is as far as the current Reserve population could be projected; however, it is 
probable that the maximum authorized number will be attained by fiscal year 1968. 


Mr. Morris. When you speak of authorization, in each instance 
do you speak of authorization by statute and by law or by administra- 


tive direction or is it mixed up, or what do you mean by authorization / 
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Colonel Brackerr. These authorizations in here are those actually 
prescribed in ROPA by law. 

Mr. Morris. Is that true in all the services ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes; those on these charts. 

Mr. Morris. You mean authorized by law? Not by administra- 
tive direction but by law ? 

Colonel Brackerr. That is true. 

The greatest number in the Army are TO, from an administrative 
authorization. They are done by the table of organization, a divi- 
sion having a major general and two brigadier generals. 

Our units, themselves, being wings, they call for only one general 
officer. We have a limited number of wings, but we have a number 
of individual mobilization positions. 

One thing I might note here is the number of general officers, and 
I believe this is true in the case of the Army, who are serving as 
adjutants general and assistant adjutants general of the National 
Guard are excluded from this figure. 

Mr. Anverson. In order to be sure that my question is completely 
answered, it related to both the ranks of general officer and colonel, 
since their discrepancy in colonel promotions is almost as great as 
that of general officers. 

Mr. Putter. Does that embrace all of the information that you 
want ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. The basis for authorization and the reason that the 
authorization is not being approached. 

Mr. Suatinsuek. Mr. Chairman, if the Chair will, I would like the 
Marine Corps to furnish the same information in respect to the same 
grades of their distribution of officers. I asked that question of 
General Weller, and I don’t believe the answer was satisfactory. 
Since General Anderson had made this request, I feel that perhaps 
the Marine Corps could supply similar information. 

Mr. Puisrn. We will ask the Marine Corps to furnish the same 
information. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


BACKGROUND ON AUTHORIZED NUMBER OF MARINE CORPS RESERVE GENERAL OFFICERS 


The Reserve Officer Personnel Act presently authorizes five general officers for 
the Marine Corps Reserve and there are presently four general officers in an active 
status. An increase to seven general officers to be authorized for the Marine 
Corps Reserve was proposed by the Commandant of the Marine Corps 2 years 
ago, but was stricken from the Department of Defense concurred-in proposed 
ROPA amendments by the Bureau of the Budget. 

(Bureau of the Budget comment: It is believed that inclusion of this proposal 
should be deferred pending an opportunity to review any increased mobilization 
requirements for general officers in the Marine Corps Reserve.) 

The Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board recommended to the Secretary of the 
Navy (1957) “that the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers as author- 
ized by the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 be increased to 10.” The 
Policy Board found that “the numerical figure of five had no relationship to pro- 
posed mobilization requirements of the Marine Corps.” Based on its study, the 
Board considered that there were at least a score of general officer billets to which 
Reserve general officers could be effectively assigned initially upon mobilization. 
The Board further noted that the ratio of Reserve to Regular flag officers author- 
ized in the Navy was 16 percent, whereas the ratio of Reserve to regular gen- 
eral officers authorized in the Marine Corps was 8 percent, and concluded that 
“there is no sound basis for this obvious comparative inequity when mobiliza- 
tion requirements indicate a substantial increase in Marine Corps general officer 
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strength on M-day.” Such an inequity deprives highly qualified and capable 
reservists from advancement and denies the Marine Corps their mobilization 
potential in the higher rank. 

(Secretary of the Navy action: Approval of increase of two Reserve general 
officers. ) 

In order to provide a steady flow of promotion to the grade of brigadier general 
in the Marine Corps Reserve, the Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board further 
recommended to the Secretary of the Navy, “that the Secretary of the Navy 
convene annually a board to consider for retention in an active status general 
officers of the Marine Corps Reserve who have completed 5 years of service in 
general officer grade or who have attained age 60, whichever occurs first.” 

(The basic principle expressed by the Board was approved by the Secretary 
of the Navy. The provision that the procedure of convening an annual board 
be established, with rigidly fixed service and age criteria governing eligibility 
of officers for consideration for continuation was not approved. ) 


REPLY BY U.S. MARINE CorPs TO QUESTION CONCERNING THE FAILURE To PROMOTE 
More RESERVISTS TO THE GRADE OF COLONEL 


If ths proposed legislation is enacted with an authorized strength for the 
active status Marine Corps Reserve of 24,500, the maximum number of Reserve 
colonels would be 490. As stated by the counsel, there were approximately 
110 Reserve colonels in an active status in February of this year. 

The difference between the actual number of Reserve colonels and the author- 
ized number is the result of two factors (1) the small numbers of Reserve 
officers in promotion zone to colonel, and (2) the requirement to maintain 
equality of opportunity for promotions. 

During the next 5 to 7 years, larger numbers of Reserve lieutenant colonels 
will be placed in the promotion zone to colonel, and as a result it is estimated 
that the Reserve colonel’s grade distribution will increase as follows: 
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Note.—Fiscal year 1966 is as far as the current Reserve popuiation could be projected, however, it is prob- 
able that the maximum authorized number will be attained by fiscal year 1968. 


Mr. Bray. I notice on the lieutenant colonels, the opposite is true. 
You have overpromoted on that about 7,000. 

Colonel Brackerr. That is correct. I mentioned a moment ago 
we were over on that. 

I can go into an explanation on that. That resulted from the 
so-called pusher clause which we are hoping to eliminate. The pusher 
clause is this: 

The law and the Congress, we believe, originally intended that our 
promotion system for Reserve officers should parallel OPA up to the 
grade of lieutenant colonel in the form of a guaranteed promotion to 
qualified officers. In other words, Regular officers are guaranteed a 
promotion if qualified without regard to vacancies at 7, 14, and 21 
years promotion list service respectively, for promotion to captain, 
major, and lieutenant colonel. A similar promotion was written into 
ROPA, that a certain number of officers who complete certain years 
in grade, 4 years in the grade of first lieutenant and 7 years of service 
for captain, 7 years in the grade of captain, and a total of 14 years 
of service, promoted to major; 7 years as major; 21 years’ service for 
a lieutenant colonel. 
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Due to what we believe to be an inadvertence, another clause in 
there prescribes that no officer can be considered for promotion or 
promoted ahead of an officer who is senior ot him. 

What has happened is a large number of officers, because of war- 
time promotions, which were confirmed as Reserve promotions, got 
promoted, for example, to the grade of major at much less than 14 
years’ service; 5, 6, 7, and 8 years’ service. Yet as soon as they were 
promoted to major, they started building time in grade, in the grade 
of major, and eventually a man came along behind him who had the 
7 years in grade but was slightly junior to them and also had the 21 
years of service. In order to consider him for promotion, which we 
had to do, we had to consider for promotion all officers who were 
senior to him, Asa matter of fact, of the first 11,000 officers, majors 
that we promoted to lieutenant colonel under this system, less than 
1,000 of them had 21 years of service. Having less than 21 years of 
service, they were promoted prematurely and will stay in the grade of 
lieutenant colonel] as long as they maintain an active status, and give 
us this overage. 

We hope to prevent that in the future by providing they have the 
21 years of service. 

Mr. Bray. When do you start getting those out ? 

Colonel Brackerr. I have some figures here. 

Mr. Bray. Has that already been gone into? 

Colonel Brackerr. No. 

I have some figures here. Let me give you some round figures, 
and I can furnish them to the record. 

Of the 16,000 lieutenant colonels that we have at the present time, 
I doubt very much if the figures show we have any more than about 
2,800 of them who have 21 years of service. They are not going to 
mandatorily retire until they have 28 years of service. Our lieu- 
tenant colonels and majors and a good portion of our lieutenant 
colonels are in the middle of the hump, of our Reserve officers, are 
just like our Regular officers. We are going to get a much heavier 
attrition on July 1960 when our attrition for service goes into effect. 
It will not make the attrition real heavy until 1967 or 1968. 

Mr. Rivers. That will be when the missiles will be coming in. 

Colonel Brackerr. I am not an expert on missiles. 

Mr. Bray. Time is going to take care of that problem. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. You would like to have legislation that will not aggra- 
vate the condition, now, and let it work itself out as time goes on? 

Colonel Brackxerr. The Army, very wisely, didn’t have a pusher 
clause, by putting in that a man will not be considered for promotion 
the first time until he has a certain minimum of years of service. 

Mr. Bray. Did Congress put that in ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. They were put in the law I think at the time 
the law was written. 

Mr. Bray. Which law? 

Colonel Brackerr. ROPA. 

I think at the time it was written it was one of those cases where 
some of these little details in the final amendments and changes, that 
it was overlooked in the case of the Air Force. 


34066—59—No. 30——9 





2104 





Mr. Rivers. Didn't the Air Force—excuse me, Mr. Bray—didn’'t 
the Air Force have a number of sections of statutes which permitted 
it to promote their personnel in various ways that the other services 
didn’t have? 

The reason I ask you that, when we wrote the Nurses Act, I think 
it was the Nurses Act, we ran into a lot of the statutes where the 
Air Force could activate people in varying ways that the other 
branches of service couldn't. 

Colonel Brackerr. I believe Mr. Minor is familiar with that. 

Mr. Minor. I don’t think it goes quite as far as you think, Mr. 
Chairman. What happened in the Air Force Organization Act 

Mr. Rivers. It was mm the organic act. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir, it is now in title 10, United States Code. 

We were given authority to have certain corps and promotion lists 
that the Army didn’t have. That was the reason for the nurses. The 
only separate authority we ever had on promotion of other officers 
than nurses and medical specialists was a provision of law that was 
in effect up until about 1947 on temporary promotions of officers. 
That was repealed, however, by the Officer Personnel Act of 1957. 
Since that date the Army and the Air Force have had identical au- 
thorities on temporary promotions. There are two laws involved. 
One is a carryover from the National Defense Act of 1916, and as a 
wartime-only law for temporary appointments and promotions. 

The other was section 515 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, 
which applies both to the Army and Air Force. That provision 
states that when you have on active duty a number of officers which 
is greater than the Regular officer struc ture authorized, you may make 
temporary promotions. Both the Army and the Air Force have been 
in that situation since the original enactment of the Officer Personnel 
Act. But there is no other authority than that. 

Since the enactment of the Nurses Act 2 years ago, the Army 
and the Air Force have been essentially the same on nurses and medical 
specialists also. Pretty much down the line, the Army and Air 
Force have identical promotion authorities. 

Mr. Putri. Do you have any breakdown of that list which would 
show how many of those officers represent temporary and how many 
permanent appointments ? 

Colonel Brackerr. These are all permanent Reserve grade. 

Mr. Puicern. It has been pointed out by Mr. Bray that in two 
-ategories there, the actual appointments exceed the authorized 
strength. Does that present some legal barriers to you, where in any 
category you have more officers actually serving under permanent 
appointments than you have authorized strength ¢ 

Colonel Brackett. That is one of our key problems. 

Mr. Putter. How do you circumvent it ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. We don't. We are asking for relief. 

Mr. Mrwnor. We are not violating the law in this case. It comes 
about because the law says we may have a certain number, but it ex- 
cludes from that number certain promotions required by law when 
people reach a certain amount of service. 

For example the section may say that you are authorized 5,000 
lieutenant colonels and also contains an exception for those who 
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are mandatorily promoted because of service. So it might be pos- 
sible to have 7,500 and still not violate the law. 

That means we couldn't promote others to fill vacancies who did 
not have the required amount of service to be mandatorily promoted. 

That is where the problem lies. We have vacancies existing that 
we cannot promote people to fill because we are over because of man- 
datory promotions, not to fill vacancies. 

Colonel Brackerr. We are unable to fill grade requirements in our 
units because we don’t have people geographically available. 

Mr. Rivers. You have a unit problem the same as the others. 

Colonel Brackerr. Our wnit problem is almost opposite from the 
Army. 

Mr. Bray. This legislation that you are asking us to pass, is that 
going to aggravate that? Is that going to increase those 16,000 
lieutenant colonels? 

Colonel Brackerr. This is a twofold thing. This is where I was 
trying to explain to the chairman the other day that we were trying 
to achieve a balance. These promotions, both of these overages, are 
caused by the guaranteed promotions for which all these people are 
eligible. The elimination of the pusher clause which we are asking 
for will slow down that by making these promotions at the phase 
points. Therefore, that pressure on these overages will ease off. The 
other thing that we are doing is asking for an exemption from the 
ceilings of the promotion of this number of people these 35,000 offi- 
cers who are in Air Force Reserve units and Air National Guard 
units who have not had the opportunity below the zone promotion to 
fill the unit vacancy. 

The number of promotions that might be made under this I think 
will be very likely offset by the number of promotions that we will 
delay, so to speak, under the elimination of the pusher clause. It will 
more than elanens itself out. 

It is difficult to predict. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t want to do anything that will get you more than 
6,000 over the number of lieutenant colonels you have now. You are 
always 6,000 over. I don’t want to approve any legislation that will 
make that condition worse. 

For instance, I don’t want you to come back here next year and find 
out that you have more than 6,000 more than you are supposed to have. 

Colonel Brackerr. This is a case where it 1s difficult to reconcile the 
two systems. 

Mr. Rivers. If we eliminate the pusher clause, you wouldn't have a 
greater number in those two categories to which you have just re- 
ferred ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. The pressures that cause overages will ease off. 

Mr. Rivers. You can always say we need these people on active duty 
because of the emergency, because you know we are still in an emer- 
gency 

Colonel Brackerr. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Under the law. You know that. 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You can always extend a man on active duty. The 
Secretary of the Air Force can do that. ( 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 
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The Reserve grade a man gets under ROPA has no effect on his 
active duty grade at the present time. 

Mr. Rivers. It wouldn’t make any difference. It would be actually 
authorized, and you could still say he — 

Colonel Brackerr. I don’t quite follow your question. 

Mr. Rivers. Couldn’t you have a greater number actually than 
authorized because of some kind of exigency justified to the Secretary / 

Colonel Bracxerr. Yes. The Secretary can increase the number 
of—the 200,000 authorized 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I say. The pusher clause, in itself, 
wouldn’t eliminate anything. 

Mr. Minor. Except that, if you don’t eliminate the pusher clause, 
it will keep ballooning this figure of 16,000 up further. Some day we 
could get up to 30,000 or 40,000 lieutenant colonels. If we don’t cut 
it off at some point, it will keep going. At least, if we cut it off now, 
this number will eventually shrink back because of attrition to a 
figure closer to the authorized number. 

Mr. Rivers. What you are telling us is this: 

You give us a law, then we won't have to take any responsibility. 
Our Congress did it, and now you are out of business. Congress 
passed the law ? 

Colonel Brackerrt. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Congress changed the law, and by attrition you boys 
just have to get out, and we can’t make these figures any more. Is 
that the situation / 

Colonel Brackerr. What we are asking for in the elimination of 
the pusher clause is to provide for a guaranteed promotion considera- 
tion at the present time and not ahead of time for all the people in 
the Reserve. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. I have a question. 

You do have a pusher clause in respect to your regular ofticer pro- 
motion 4 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. As I understand it, however, you have pretty 
much soaked up and taken care of all these people who would have, 
by virtue of time in grade, yet with relatively few number of years of 
service, been promoted in advance of some of their contemporaries. 

Colonel Brackerr. I answered that too hastily. We do not have 
a pusher clause in respect to the Regulars. It is an entirely different 
problem than that which I explained for the Reserves. 

What happened on the Regulars—I have my boss here, who is very 
much an expert on it—is that we expanded in 1947 from 2,000 to 25,000 
Regular officers. We appointed ne Regular officers—not like the 
Reserve officers—we appointed them not in the grade they were hold- 
ing on their shoulders but in the grade ac peording to the number of 
years of service that they had. Of those 25,000 officers, about 23,000 
of them were in the grade of first lieutenant because they had a little 
over 3 years of service and less than 5 or 7 years of service. We had 
a Regular structure that only had a very small number of senior 
officers. You could almost count on your hands the regular colonels 
and lieutenant colonels. So the Congress, under OP: \, gave us this 
one-shot. promotion system, which allowed us to promote some of these 
young people in permanent grade up to start having a little more 
balanced structure, more lieutenant colonels, colonels, and majors. 
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That was done under a best-qualified method. What happened there 
is that a lot of men who were combat commanders, colonels during the 
war, who actually had the time in grade for permanent lieutenant, 
were promoted to major, lieutenant colonel, and in some cases colonel, 
if they had a little bit more than the minimum amount of service. 
Some of the other officers who had no more service than they did, not 
being as well qualified, were not promoted. Those people then be- 
‘ame pushers. But the pushers have all been eliminated from the 
system. We haven’t had any pushers in our promotion list of the 
Regulars since last year or the year before last. 

Mr. Puiterx. Do you make any effort to keep in balance or keep 
a ratio between your officer strength and the enlisted strength ? 

Colonel Brackett. In regard to the Reserve? 

Mr. Putter. Yes, or in regard to your Regulars, with respect to 
promotions that you make. Do you try to keep any fixed ratio by 
category between your officer strength and your enlisted strength ? 

Colonel Bracxkerr. I don’t believe so, sir. They are two entirely 
different systems. 

Mr. Minor. Both are fixed by law. 

Mr. Puivpr. Yes. 

Mr. Minor. The actual numbers, too. 

Mr. Puiisry. Do you have so many colonels for so many enlisted 
men, or do you just disregard entirely any ratios? 

Colonel Brackerr. The active duty force or the Reserve? 

Mr. Putter. Both; both the active duty force and the Reserves. 

Colonel Brackerr. In regard to the Reserves, it is very difficult to 
maintain a ratio between the Regulars and the officers because much 
depends on how you can get people into the Reserves. You can’t 
force a person, under normal circumstances, into the Reserves or to 
stay in the Reserves any longer than his legal obligation. We have 
very little control over the number of enlisted men that we might 
have in the Reserve. 

Having that little control, we would not want to exercise an arbi- 
trary control over the number of officers that we would have in the 
Reserve. 

Mr. Puitern. You do have control over your Regular forces. 

Colonel Bracxerr. The ratio between officers and enlisted men, I 
believe, is established by the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Pur. Yes. That isestablished bylaw. Is that adhered to? 

Colonel Bracxetr. Yes, sir. 

There is no relationship, grade by grade. It is a ratio between 
the number of officers and the number of enlisted men. 

Mr. Puixery. Do you feel in some Reserve units you have a surplus 
of officers ? 

Colonel Bracketr. Our Reserve units 

Mr. Puiisrn. And Reserve enlistees? Do you think you may be 
overstaffed with officers in the Reserves ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. We are not overstaffed with officers because we 
never exceed our table of organization. In many cases I understand 
we are understaffed with enlisted men. 

Mr. Pury. You have exceeded your authorized strength in some 
of these categories ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Not in units. 
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Mr. Puteri. You have exceeded your authorized strength? 
Colonel Brackerr. Our overages in grade now exist in this group 
and in this group [indicating]. We ‘have no overages in the Air 
National Guard or in the paid training because we are restricted by 
the table of organization. This is just the anger This is a geo- 
graphical problem as much as anything else. Although we have 
more lieutenant colonels than we need, they are not geographically 
located, or otherwise qualified to fill these specific positions. That 
is a particular part of our problem. 

Mr. Rivers. When you said “geographic,” you mean nonavail- 
ability ? 

Colonel Brackerr. A lieutenant colonel in New York is not avail- 
able to fill a lieutenant colonel’s position in the Georgia National 
Guard or the Tennessee Reserve unit. That is the problem. 

Mr. Bray. I haven’t got this matter clarified in my mind yet. 

First, do you have with you the number, let us say, of lieutenant 
colonels on duty at the end of the last fiscal year and the one before 
that ? 

I want to see how this situation is, whether it is getting better or 
worse. 

Colonel Brackett. I think I have the figures for the last 3 years, 
I believe. ' 

Mr. Bray. Assuming 16,349 as of July 1, pretty near that, what 
number did you have on July 1, 1958, the number of lieutenant 
colonels ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Our strength of lieutenant colonels on the day 
before ROPA was enacted 

Mr. Bray. What year? 

Colonel Brackerr. 9,000—that was June 30, 1955. 

Mr. Bray. We are sure getting worse. 

What was it the next year / 

Colonel Bracxerr. 17,145, July 1, 1956. 

Mr. Bray. How many? 

Colonel Brackerrt. I might point out, all but three or four hundred 
of them were pushed into the grade, July 1, 1957, 15,623. 

Mr. Bray. dn July of fifty 

Colonel Brackerr. 1957. 

Mr. Bray. What was it as of July 1958 ? 

Colonel Brackerr. I don’t have that. I have December 1, 1959. 
It is 16,347. 

In all frankness 

Mr. Bray. Were there more than there were at the 31st of De- 
cember: 

Colonel Brackerr. Today. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Colonel Bracxerr. I couldn’t tell you. 

Mr. Bray. Do you think there would be more? 

Colonel Brackerr. We select for promotion just before the first of 
the fiscal year. 

_ Mr. Bray. We have this pretty bad mess. I don’t know whether it 
is your fault or ours. I would just like to see the trend of where we 
are going and what we can do to stop it. 
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Colonel Brackerr. You note we reached our peak 1 year immedi- 
ately after ROPA took effect. 

Mr. Bray. Then you went down, and then you went up again. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. So apparently it isn’t a solid trend either way. 

Colonel Brackerr. The only thing I could tell you, whether it has 
gone up or down since the 31st of December 1958, is to know how many 
people we mandatorily separated and also to know how many people 
we have promoted during that period. 

Mr. Bray. There probably won’t be a great change in this last 6 
months ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. No, I don’t think so. 

Mr. Putter. Would there be a great change in the last fiscal year? 

Colonel Brackerr. In the last fiscal year it has remained fairly 
steady. 

Mr. Bray. Thirteen between a year ago and the 31st of December. 
So you are still going up. Either you or Mr. Slatinshek can answer 
this question. 

You told us today the pusher will discourage the promotions, slow 
them down, is that right ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Whereas in here that will have the opposite effect, any 
guaranteed promotion or any other act that would encourage promo- 
tions, say, to lieutenant colonel? Is there anything in there, Mr. 
Slatinshek, to do that ? 

Mr. SuatINsHEK. Yes, sir. That is the other end of the legislative 
change that the Air Force is requesting. They want to permit officers 
in units to be considered mandatorily for promotion at the promotion 
points and lift the percentage limitations on the grade distribution. 

Mr. Bray. That situation is going to encourage it to become worse. 

Mr. Minor. It will put the promotions where we need them. Today 
this causes officers who are not needed for promotion to get promotions 
in many cases and prevents officers who are needed to be promoted 
from being promoted. 

Mr. Bray. Your situation regarding those in nonunits is going to 
remain the same as it is now ¢ 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. By eliminating the pusher clause we will 
slow down nonunit promotions. 

Mr. Bray. Outside of the pusher clause, it will remain the same 
as itis. It will continue just the same. 

Mr. Minor. It will be much slower than it is today. 

Mr. Bray. You are going to increase the promotions in your units. 
You will have a man who shouldn’t hold a major’s slot in the job he 
is doing. You are going to make it possible for him to hold the 
lieutenant colonel slot. 

Colonel Brackett. It will be based on 35,000 versus 178,000. 

Mr. Rivers. Read that section which requires you to do that, the 
pusher clause. 

Mr. Statrnsuek. It is page 43 in our print. 

Mr. Rivers. That seems to be a very big 

Mr. Minor. This is a subsection of section 8363 of title 10: 


(c) Except for officers being considered under section 8372 of this title, and 
except for deferred officers who may not be considered at the time, an officer 
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may not be considered by a selection board for promotion unless the board 
considers all officers who are senior to him in his Reserve grade and who are 
not on a recommended list. 

This is a very technical problem. It doesn’t appear on the surface 
of it. It only appears by section numbers. But by adding another 
section number here, we make it possible for mandatory promotions to 
be made without promoting al] officers who are senior. 

Mr. Puan. What section is that now ? 

Mr. Minor. 8363. 

Mr. Rivers. Unless the Board considers all officers who are senior 
to him in his Reserve grade and who are not on the recommended list ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

That, today, means when we consider an officer under every sec- 
tion except one section, we have to consider everybody who is senior 
to him in that grade. 

Mr. Rivers. Why was that put in the law? 

Mr. Minor. That was put in the law because the Air Force was 
instructed to parallel insofar as possible the provisions of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947. This provision is almost literally the wording 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 in this regard. 

Colonel Brackett has explained why that has phased itself out 
with respect to Regular slleieh It has not phased itself out with 
respect to Reserve officers because of the different way the promotion 
lists were set up at the beginning. It will never phase itself out 
with respect to Reserve officers because we have gotten into it too 
deeply. Therefore, the only thing that can be done is to change it 
by law. 

Mr. Rivers. Then whom does it hurt ? 

Mr. Minor. The only people it will hurt are those who are high in 
grade but who are low in years of service. In other words, it 
merely 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s talk in numbers. How many would that likely 
affect? 

Colonel Brackett. For example, we promoted 

Mr. Rivers. That would fall on those lieutenant colonels and 
majors. 

Colonel Brackxerr. The lieutenant colonels who are made already, 
they are the horses that have been stolen before we get the barn door 
closed. 

The majors, now, the big influx of majors that we made in 1955, 
which I think was 20,000—will, with the pusher clause remaining, all 
become eligible for promotion to lieutenant colonel in 1962. 

Mr. Rivers. These lieutenant colonels, we didn’t do them right, 
as Mr. Bray says. And you fellows in Congress changed it, and now 
we have another alternative. 

Colonel Bracketr. I don’t think so, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. All I am saying to you is that you better not come 
back here and say that. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t feel very friendly to applying something here 
that is apt to worsen the situation, 

I remember for years a man held a unit vacancy. I don’t want to 
make every man a king or a general, I remember the early days in 
the war of the story about the air club that had a sign that lieutenant 
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colonels under 21 years old must have their fathers’ and mothers’ 
consent to get a drink. I remember those days. You were moving 
them up pretty fast. 

I would like Mr. Slatinshek to check the record and find who sug- 
gested this pusher clause, the testimony, who brought that over here. 
If this committee was at fault, it is our fault. If we were imposed 
upon, I want to know it for future use. 

To me, I would just like to see who dreamed that idea up. (The lan- 
guage providing the “pusher” provision originated within the De- 
partment of Defense and was contained in the original proposal 
recommended by Defense.) 

Mr. Rivers. We got enough trouble as it is. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me say this: 

I think the thing for us to do is go through this thing when we do 
start marking it up, and be careful what we put in the law, because 
we can’t know everything. We can’t tell where the sleeper is being 
put in, if such were the case. 

I am not assuming it will be. We can’t know what category may be 
favored, because most laws at one time or another—for instance, 
lieutenant colonels will be hit, and you say you are locking the stable 
after the horse is gone. We might want to save the lock. 

Colonel Brackerr. We are trying to give you as frank a pres- 
entation as we can. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to go as slow as we can. 

Brother Minor, I have heard you are kind of smart, and we are 
going to depend on you. 

Mr. Minor. At the time this was put in the law, and I don’t want 
to blame anybody, because I don’t think anybody was to blame, it 
was impossible to foresee that this would have happened. It had 
worked out all right in the Officer Personnel Act and had a therapeutic 
effect, and everybody approved of it. 

The thing nobody could foresee was that the Reserve grade struc- 
ture would have the effect of causing this tremendous number of pro- 
motions. 

As it turned out, it didn’t work out well. It could not have been 
foreseen in 1954 that this was going to happen. 

Mr. Rivers. As I said before, if utiybody can write a bill, this com- 
mittee can do it. If we were to do it perfectly, we might be out of 
business in the next session of Congress. We aren't going out of busi- 
ness because somewhere down the line we may make a mistake. We 
want to do the best job we can. 

Mr. Bray. I want to say one thing, that this committee has a right 
to expect the services that appear before us, you know what I mean, 
to represent the thing as fairly as they can. I don’t know who made 
this. Apparently a mistake has been made. I am not happy about 
it, and I don’t believe you people are. The idea of increasing the rank 
of people is nice, but in the end many countries have tried it and it 
became a joke because they are rank happy. In the end that makes 
the man who gets that promotion a little happy, but in the end it is 
not for the good of the service, and it does not add anything to the 
respect of his job. 
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I think sometimes we have rank up to the place where there is 
nobody to do the job. This committee tried not to do that. Ap- 
parently, either through our carelessness or lack of care on the part 
of the witnesses who testified before us, the Department that brought 
it to us, have made a grievous mistake. 

Mr. Rivers. That could be true, and it may not be true. 

Take the hump legislation. We were told in the Navy, where it 
falls the heaviest, that that was brought about praner ty by the 
Korean war. That was agitated and made more glaring. 

You don’t have control over all future exigencies. What we have 
found, these things that are defective in the law, we have to be care- 
ful how we go about correcting them. We have to call on the sources 
of all the Government, those who are sane and wise and who have 
tried judgment. We will call on you because I know something about 
you. 

Colonel Brackerr. That is why we are trying to be as frank as 
possible. 

Mr. Rivers. We have to ask you to burn some midnight oil to help 
us. We have to write as good a law as can be on this thing because 
it merits what we have. 

It was hard to get it up. We want to do a job that will do justice 
to the creation of our own services. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. If the Korean war had something to do with this 
so-called hump, majors 

Colonel Brackett. No,sir. World War II affected it. 

Mr. Winsreap. The Korean war had nothing to do with this? 

What about this 30,546 majors? Does that include the standby 
reservists also ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Standby in active status. 

Mr. Winsteap. The point [ am trying to reconcile in my own mind 
is this: 

How many of those men, if any, are so-called retired, contributing 








nothing: 
Colonel Bracketr. None of them. All of these officers in this 
49,000-—— 


Mr. Winsteap. The 30,000 majors now. 

Colonel Brackerr. All of them are in an active status because, to 
be promotable, they must be in an active status. These are all on the 
active status list ; no retired or Reserve officers on this list. 

Mr. Rivers. The present ROPA, the one that you are talking about, 
that is not a bad law. I think the committee did a good job. That 
was a brandnew law. Despite that they only have two or three things 
now that they havetochange. It isnot a bad law. 

Colonel Brackett. We havesaidso. Weagree with you. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. If we get in a so-called emergency and start mobi- 
lizing pretty quickly, then we take in more Reserve officers, we also take 
in more Regular officers and then we would ultisnntely, after the 
emergency, get back to the Reserve status, is that not true? We go up 


one year and we come back another in all the services, and we keep 
changing this whole thing. I do not know if anybody is to blame 
for it. What I am worried about right now is if we cut down on the 
pusher clause and eliminate some of the officers in the Reserve which 
will disturb them somewhat in some instances, then about the time 














2113 


we get it passed and before it gets to the White House, if some emer- 
gency should occur we start mobilizing again and require more officers, 
it makes us look pretty ridiculous. 1 recall voting for UMT and the 
day the bill came out of the committee President Truman had head- 
lines that big—we meet from year to year, and I have been on this 
committee a pretty good while, and I think we tried to do the best we 
could, and I think the Defense Department endorsed what we did. 

Will that take care of anything if we do now what you say you 
want to do, or is it something that only time will tell ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. I think the committee took care of that in the 
current ROPA. They have provided in case of another war if we 
had to promote a lot of officers, that just like for Regulars, the pro- 
visions of this law which would promote reservists and so on would 
be suspended. Also in that provision where you said it would be 
suspended by the President, you require that immediately after the 
war was over the Department of Defense would submit plans to the 
Congress for a readjustment of all Reserve grades and Reserve struc- 
ture to start the Reserve program over again at the end of the next 
war, which is a much wiser system than was used immediately after 
World War II. 

Mr. Rivers. All personnel are for peace and not war. 

Colonel Bracxerr. That is right. You have provided that we must 
submit a plan for your approval that will readjust the entire structure 
after another war. 

Mr. Wrnsteab. If the Korean war had nothing to do with this, 
if we pass this legislation and we get into another emergency of 
expansion it wouldn’t affect the same balance? 

Colonel Brackett. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel, my remarks were not critical of you. You 
have been frank and have a good understanding. Like the preacher 
on Sunday morning at church says: The guy he wants to talk to is 
not there. I want to see the people who induced us intentionally or 
unintentionally to bring this bill about. One thing I am worried 
about in this whole bill is the fact that many times in trying to 
help a person you hurt them. I can imagine the complications of 
having a rifle company with three captains in it. I am not sure it 
is to the benefit of the three captains nor to the service. 

Whenever we start promoting men beyond vacancies in a tactical 
unit—I may change my mind, but right now I have some very grave 
doubts about it. On a staff position, yes, you can put an extra man 
in. We always like to have field officers in a tactical unit. There is 
one thing worse and that is having too many. I do not want it to 
become rank happy, without any allusion to a neighboring country 
of our Americas, we do not want that to happen. 

I think we should keep that in mind, the services should in their 
recommendations. 

Mr. Bray. If you make every man in the armed service a full colo- 
nel, every man who is a full colonel is also a private. It is something 
we have to keep in mind. While we would like to make everybody 
happy, to make them a general, there are not enough vacancies. 

Colonel Brackerr. I am sure we are trying to shoot for the same 
thing. 
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Mr. Rivers. This thing will adjust itself automatically under your 
proposal as we go down or up due to the advent of different and 
modern families of weapons, generations of weapons / 

Colonel Bracxerr. Sir, I do not know how I could speak to that, 
how the different weapons would have any effect on the ROPA 
promotion system. 

Mr. Rivers. Say it affected the size. You still have your per- 
centage. 

Colonel Bracxerr. It may affect the size of units, is that what you 
are speaking of ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Colonel Brackxerr. That would affect this area in here. That is an 
organizational problem of which I am not familiar. 

Mr. StatinsHek. I would like to perhaps summarize the gist of 
the discussion here and try to put it in what I think is proper focus. 
The Air Force here is attempting to get a waiver in effect of a present 
restriction on their promotion system in respect to unit officers. Right 
now unit officers cannot be promoted because the particular grades are 
already filled. They are filled because, of course, of this mandatory 
promotion in some cases which comes about as a result of the pusher 
clause. Therefore they are saying we would like you to waive the 
percentage grade limitations on officers’ promotions in the unit. This 
would of course result in increased promotions, as Mr. Bray pointed 
out, which would apparently increase the number of officers in these 
various grades. 

The Air Force says “Yes, that would appear to be true, but we are 
going to turn that about by virtue of elimination of the pusher 
clause so we will reduce the number of promotions in that area. Con- 
sequently they should perhaps equate each other.” 

The question is simply this: Whether or not the deflating effect 
of the elimination of the pusher clause will compensate for the in- 
creased number of promotions in units. Did I state that correctly ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. That is difficult to predict, except that 
on a general statement on the base which we make the mandatory 
promotions, which the pusher clause has effected, is all of the Re- 
serve officers. The base against which we make unit promotions is 
only about 35,000 and is strictly based on the man occupying a posi- 
tion vacancy in the unit. 

Mz, Rivers. You cannot conjecture at this point accurately, can 
you { 

Colonel Brackerr. That is very difficult. 

Mr. Rivers. What do you think will happen, taking into consid- 
eration that things remain as they are now, world conditions? 

Colonel Brackerr. What do I think will happen to the promotion 
system with a pusher clause or without the en clause ? 

Mr. Rivers. Without the pusher clause. 

Colonel Brackett. I think that we will have a gradual—and it will 
increase in the sixties—a gradual decrease in the number of overages. 
I do not think that we can guarantee that there will be no overages 
because of the structure that you gave us. In other words, we are 
authorized 14 percent majors and 4.6 percent lieutenant colonels. 
That means to stay within our strength of lieutenant colonels we 
have to reduce from 14 to 4.6 which is almost one-third. We have to 
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get about a 60-percent attrition from major to lieutenant colonel in 
order to stay within our lieutenant colonel strength. 

Under the best qualified promotion system the law restricts us to a 
20-percent attrition system. It may be impossible to state that we 
would get down below the authorized. I am sure that the number 
would gradually reach a point where it was much closer to the grade 
distribution that the Congress originally intended. 

Mr. Anprrson. On the question we have been discussing, I would 
appreciate it if the colonel would develop for us the distinction that 
has not been brought up in our discussion. We have talked about 
these 129,000 reservists on active duty and Ready Reserve, lumped 
them together in all of our discussions so far. Perhaps that. is well. 
I would appreciate it if you would comment on the effects of the 
present law and of the proposed law on those on active duty com- 
pared with Regular oflicers on active duty compared with those who 
are in the Ready Reserve. 

Colonel Brackrrr. Are you addressing yourself to our proposal on 
the pusher clause ¢ 

Mr. Anpryson. The effect of both. To be specific about one point: 
If you eliminate the pusher clause you are then contributing to an 
inequality between these 82,000 reservists on active duty and your 
active Air Force? 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir. The pusher clause, the elimination or 
the retention of the pusher clause will have the same effect on all of 
these people. Maybe if I go to the next three or four charts where 
I am explaining the different promotion systems for the Air Force, 
the Navy and the Army, it might help clarify a point. 

Mr. Puiteix. Before you leave this chart, I wonder, in a little 
different perspective now, if you could not explain the reasons why 
you should not have the full authorized strength in those higher 
categories, the general] officer and colonel’s rank. 

Colonel Brackerr. I mentioned that I am not able to tell you the 
actual reason why we have not reached this original number except 
to tell you that we did not—we had never indicated a requirement for 
a number of 100-——— 

Mr. Puitprx. You have no barrier. There is no legal barrier. 
There is no law preventing you from filling those billets or bringing 
them up closer to the authorized strength. Why are they not closer 
to the authorized strength or at full strength ? 

Colonel Brackerr. I can speak to the reason that we are below 
strength in the grade of colonel, and that is because the majority of 
our officers—and I have figures here—the majority of the officers in 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and colonel are in the 16-, 17-, and 18- 
year bracket. If we said tomorrow that we will promote up to full 
strength, and we have to do it on the best qualified, we would promote 
1,600 lieutenant colonels to colonel. It would be on a best qualified 
basis. The men who would make colonel would be no older than the 
individuals who did not make colonel or were not eligible for colonel 
at the present time. We would fill up our colonel vacancies and 
there would be no opportunity for the next 10 years for anybody else 
to get promoted to colonel. 

As a result, we have developed a very careful plan which is in effect 
for 5 years and then we are going to have another 5-year plan which 
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is trying to give all of our Reserve officers, at least the maximum 
possible number of our Reserve officers, one opportunity of considera- 
tion for selection to colonel before their career is ended. It means 
that we have to phase this in at 100 or 50 or 200 promotions a year 
until we get up to our heavier attrition period where we can go up 
to 300 or 400 promotions a year. But if we did it all at once there 
would be literally thousands and thousands of officers who would 
never have an opportunity for selection to colonel. 

So we phased it in on a very careful basis. The gist of the plan 
I would be very happy to submit to the Congress. It is long and 
detailed. We have it available. 

Mr. Puicein. I would like to have that plan. It seems to me on 
your statement it is going to take you 10 years to reach the authorized 
strength in those two categories. 

Colonel Brackett. In about 1963 we can get up within a hundred 
or so of the authorized strength. 

Mr. Puirerx. Notwithstanding the fact that this authorized 
strength has been in effect now for some time? 

Colonel Bracketr. Yes, sir. If we had gone up to that authorized 
strength we would have had no attrition for 10 years in the grade 
of colonel and no opportunity for other lieutenant colonels to get a 
promotion to colonel. 

Mr. Purser. I would appreciate very much if you would furnish 
us the plan. By which you expect to make these promotions in the 
upper ranks. 

Colonel Brackerr. I will be glad to. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR STAFF SUMMARY SHEET 


Office of preparation: AFPDP-IC. 

Grade, surname: Lt. Col. Brackett/jah. 

Date: May 10, 1956. 

Subject : Promotion to colonel, Air Force Reserve. 


Sl MMARY 


1. The attached staff study, subject as above, develops a plan for promotion to 
colonel, Air Force Reserve, to implement the provisions of section 516, ROPA. 
These promotions are over and above those “unit vacancy” promotions afforded 
in the ANG and AF Reserve unit and mobilization positions. 

2. Promotions are made to fill overall vacancies in the Air Force Reserve. 
Those who will be considered are all eligible officers in an active status in the 
Air Force Reserve, whether or not assigned to unit and mobilization positions. 
Included are Air Force Reserve officers on extended active duty; excluded are 
all ANG officers. 

3. The plan was initiated on the basic premise that it should parallel, to the 
extent possible, the current plan for permanent promotion of Regular officers, at 
least insofar as the plan for Regulars provides; first, for entering lieutenant 
colonels into the zone of consideration on a phased basis, using available vacancies 
until such time as attrition provides sufficient vacancies; and second, that the 
plan will afford, to as many as possible, an opportunity for consideration prior 
to the termination of their careers. 

4. The study generates the following conclusions: 

(a) The period of minimum attrition extends until fiscal year 1962. 

(»b) There are now more than 1,300 vacancies for colonels’ promotion of which 
it will be feasible to utilize all but 300 for the plan. 
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(c) That 5 years in grade of lieutenant colonel before being eligible for con- 
sideration for promotion to colonel is a realistic eligibility criterion. (ROPA 
provides a minimum of 3 years, which is used for “unit vacancy” promotions. ) 
However, since such a large bulk of current eligibles have over 10 years in grade, 
we will not be able to reach the 5-year criterion until near the end of the program. 

(ad) Until the 5-year criterion about 7,000 officers will become eligible. With 
1,000 plus vacancies available, a selectoin ratio of 1 to 7 can be established for 
the plan. 

(e) The use of a straight 1 to 7 ratio for new eligibles entering the zone of con- 
sideration in each of the five cycles works to the disadvantage of those who enter 
the zone in the later years; hence, a system of ascending selection ratios (to 
average out at 1 to 7) should be established. 

5. The recommendations (p. 10 of the staff study) establish an elastic plan with 
the following schedule: 

(a) Promotion &chedule 








Number of | | Projection 
| years promo- ——. . <a 
Fiscal year | tion service | ratio to new 
a/o June 30 | eligibles Estimate of Projected 
| prior fiscal | | number of | quota 
year | new eligibles 
1957__- : = Lcmew ee A 10 1:10 (1762) (176) 
1958 Ac ; : | 10 | 1:9 (2418) (268) 
1959. es oh ota : i) 1:7 (1069) (153) 
1960 Dias P F 7 1:6 | (1054) (176) 
Sen pees “¢ me 5} 1:4 (1185) | (296) 





(b) That the first (fiscal year 1957) selection board meet as soon as practicable 
after July 1, 1956. 

6. It is noted that in this plan (and as is required by law) officers on active 
duty will be competing against those not on active duty. As an implementing 
detail, it is currently the concensus that the selection board should be convened 
at the place where the records of the most eligibles are located. Under these 
circumstances, in the first year at least, the board will meet at the ARRC, 
Denver. 

RECOM MENDATION 


7. It is recommended that the plan developed in the attached study be ap- 
proved and that this correspondence be forwarded to the Director of Military 
Personnel for implementation. 

E. 8S. Ligon, Jr., 
Brig. Gen., USAF, Deputy Director, 
Directorate of Personnel Planning. 

Notre.—Because of the size of the staff study, it is not being printed in these 
hearings. However, a copy of this study is available in the files of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. Rivers. Let us go ahead and see if we can make a little more 
time. 

Colonel Brackerr. What I have done here on these next four charts 
is to try to explain the essential differences between the promotion 
systems provided by law for the Navy and Marine Corps, the Air 
Force und the Army. I think the Navy is quite clear. (What these 
things are supposed to be are ladders, promotion ladders.) The Regu- 
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CHART 6 


NAVY & MARINE PROMOTION LADDERS 





Regulars & Naval And 
Active Duty Marine Corps 
/ Reserves / Reserve om 











lars and active duty reservists are promoted together. The active 
duty reservists have Regular running mates and they are promoted 
together grade by grade. When the Regular goes up to a temporary 
grade, so does the reservists, and likewise with permanent grades. 
The inactive duty reservist by having an active duty running mate is 
tied to the promotion of the officers in the active duty force. They 
have a three-rung ladder where the tying together is done by the 
running mate system. 

Mr. Rivers. Take the lefthand column. The Reserve has a running 
mate who is a Regular. 

Colonel Brackerr. He is on the promotion list right along with the 
Regular. 

Mr. Rivers. Coming to the zone, the minute that Regular is pro- 
moted, the Reserve is under consideration’ He is automatically con- 
sidered because that is his running mate? 

Captain Greenpacker. You are talking about the reservist who is 
not on active duty ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. The one who is on active duty. 

Captain GreenBacker. He does not have a running mate for that 
purpose. He is on the lineal list. He is promoted under the same 
rules, by the same selection board as the Regular. 

Mr. Rivers. He is promoted. The fellow who is inactive, not on 
the Regular, he is tied toa Regular? 

Captain Greenpacker. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. The minute that Regular is promoted, he comes into 
the zone? 
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Captain Greenpacker. At the same time his running mate comes 
into the zone he would be in the zone. 

Mr. Rivers. He might be in Timbuktu but that is his running mate. 
If he fails, something happens to him, somebody else takes his place. 

Captain Grepnpackek. The next man on the list. 

Mr, Rivers. It cannot work any other way except that way ? 

Captain Greenpacker. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. A Regular has to be considered before that Reserve 
can ever get into the zone / 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It has been worked out well. 

Captain GreenBacker. It has kept the Reserve promotion in exact 
step with the Regular. 

Mr. Rivers. If something happens to the Regular, the next man 
takes his place and he is down the list like his predecessor / 

Captain Greenpacker. That is right. The man on that lineal list 
who stands next to that Regular who was passed over-——— 

Mr. Rivers. Why could that system not be used in the other 
branches ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Can we goto the next charts? 

Mr. Rivers. I always get everybody mixed up. 

Colonel Brackerr. The Army has in effect for its reservists three 
separate promotion systems. I have shown the Regular promotion 
system here as this ladder. The EAD and the nonunit reservist rise 


CHART 7 


ARMY PROMOTION LADDERS 


Army Army 
Reserve National 
Unit Guard 








Regular 














on a promotion ladder which is closely paralleled as far as phase 
rages to the active duty promotion of Regular officers. Then they 
1ave another separate promotion system where those in Army Reserve 
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units, promotion under this is based on a different system. It is based 
on completing the minimum time in grade and occupying a higher 
position vacancy. The promotion system for the Army National 
Guard is essentially the same. The promotion, of course, is made by 
State authorities and he is federally recognized as a National Guard 
of the United States and is appointed a Reserve officer. They in 
effect for their reservists have three separate promotion systems. I 
realize I am oversimplifying it, but I am trying to cover it rapidly. 


CuHart 8 


AIR FORCE PROMOTION LADDERS 





Regulars Reservists AF Air 
Reserve ! National 
Ready / Guard 


F 
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The Air Force is slightly different. Our Reserve officers, all Re- 
serve officers in an active status by virtue of the mandatory promotion 
system, except for the complication of the pusher clause, are on one 
promotion list up to the grade of lieutenant colonel. They rise at 
promotion phase points which were supposed to have been phased 
exactly to that for the mandatory promotion phase point for the 
Regular officers. 

In addition to that these are reservists who are not on active duty— 
if they are in the Air Force Ready Reserve or in the Air National 
Guard, they are supposed to have an additional accelerated or below- 
the-zone promotion opportunity. In other words, they may rise at a 
faster rate if they are in a position, or in a unit, have completed a mini- 
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mum prescribed service and are occupying a position calling for the 
higher vacancy. These promotion systems, however, at the present 
time depend on the existence of overall vacancies in each grade. So 
the Air Force has one promotion system for all of its officers, supple- 
mented by a below-the-zone promotion system for those in its most 
active Ready Reserve segments. 

The Army’s proposal for bringing their unit officers into the non- 
unit officers will set up a condition that is somewhat parallel to this. 
Our proposal to get rid of the pusher clause will set up a condition 
which is somewhat parallel to the Army which says to be promoted 
for the first time you must have “X” number of years of service. We 
are trying to get together on those points. 

The point here is that in the Air Force everybody is on one promo- 
tion list and these are auxiliary promotions, accelerated or below-the- 
zone promotions. Our problems here, which I hope to clarify at that 
time, is that this guaranteed promotion consideration has caused our 
difficulty in filling these positions in units. The people in the proper 
grades are not geographically available. Although there are vacan- 
cies here the overall ceiling has been exceeded and that causes our 
particular difficulty. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you telling us now that you have no unit problems ? 
You have pusher problems and geographical problems. 

Colonel Brackerr. We have pusher problems and you might call it 
geographical problems because we have officers—we have units that 
are undermanned in officers of the right grade, because officers in the 
Reserve structure are not geographically available or otherwise quali- 
fied to fill those particular unit positions. 

So we have captains who are commanding squadrons, fighter squad- 
rons Which should be commanded by lieutenant colonels. What we 
are trying to do on the other promotion system is allow these captains 
to be promoted to major and lieutenant colonel, but to get a more 
regular phase point promotion for all Reserve officers other than in 
units. 

Next, I want to go into a little discussion of our elimination system. 

(Chart 9 is as follows :) 


CHART 9, ARMY ELIMINATION PROVISIONS 


At promotion points: 
1. All who fail of promotion to first lieutenant. 
2. EAD and Nonunit officers twice passed over to captain, major, and 
lieutenant colonel. 
Service (effective July 1, 1960) : 
Major general—35 years service or 5 years in grade. 


Brigadier general and colonel—30 years service or 5 years in grade. 
Lieutenant colonel and below—28 years service. 


Special nurses provisions. 


1955 to 1960—Colonel, age 58; lieutenant colonel, 55. 
July 1, 1960—Major general, 62; others, 60. 


Special nurses provisions. 
Colonel Brackerr. The Army in the elimination provisions has 


this: At promotion points all those who fail for first lieutenant are 
eliminated. All EAD and nonunit duty officers who are passed twice 


for captain, major, lieutenant colonel are eliminated. 


Age 
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The elimination provisions for service, that is, for length of service, 
for years of service, were not made effective until July 1, 1960, which 
is 5 years after the effective date of ROPA. This parallels the same 
thing that was done under the OPA which was passed in 1947. Its 
service attrition clauses were not made effective until approximately 
5 years. On July 1, 1960, all major generals with 35 years of service 
or 5 years in-grade will be eliminated. 

Brigadier generals and colonels with 30 years of service or 5 years 
in-grade. Lieutenant colonels and below with 38 years of service. 

I might point out in all of these charts that these are oversimplified. 
Each of the services have a number of minor exceptions. 

Mr. Rivers. Under this proposal 

Colonel Bracxerr. This is the current law, which is effective July 
1, 1960. These are effective at the present time. 

Mr. Puitpin. Before you pass to that next item, what are the special 
nurses’ provisions set forth on the chart / 

Colonel Brackerr. If I may, sir, we have a number of provisions 
on our nurses, to change our nurses to parallel those for the regulars. 
If I could defer a discussion of that, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Puen. We will take that up at your discretion. 

Mr. Rivers. Under the present law then July 1 next year all your 
major generals will be out of business who have 35 years? 

General Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Because there are no billets for them ? 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir, to provide attrition. 

Mr. Rivers. That is just a fact of life / 

Colonel Brackerr. There are no permanent lieutenant generals in 
the Regular Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. The Army ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. The Regular Army. They are treated for at- 
trition purposes the same as major generals. 

Mr. Rivers. There are no—— 

Mr. Minor. Not permanent. 

Mr. Rivers. It is a permanent pay grade, which is the main thing. 
We put that in last year. 

Do any of these people come up for Senate confirmation ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Elimination or promotion ¢ 

Mr. Minor. All general officers. 

Mr. Rivers. Everyone except the National Guard ¢ 

Colonel Bracxerr. They come up, too. 

Mr. Minor. In their Reserve status, not in their State status. Each 
National Guard general holds two appointments, one as a National 
Guard officer and one as a Reserve officer. 

Mr. Rivers. Every flag rank comes up for confirmation ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. ROPA requires that. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Age provisions for the Army: The Army has 
some special provisions for 1956 to 1960 which would eliminate col- 
onels at 58; leutenant colonels, 55. From July 1, 1960, major gen- 
erals will be eliminated at age 62, and all others at age 60. And we 
have nurses’ provisions which I would like to cover later. 
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(Chart 10 is as follows :) 


CuartT 10. Arr Force ELIMINATION PROVISIONS 


At promotion points: All who fail of promotion to first lieutenant. All twice 
passed over for promotion to captain, major and lieutenant colonel. 

Service (effective July 1, 1960): Same as Army. 

Age: Major general, age 62; others, age 60 (special nurses’ provisions). 

Colonel Brackerr. The Navy eliminates all who fail in promo- 
tion—the Air Force, all who fail of promotion to first lieutenant and 
all officers who are twice passed over for promotion to captain, major, 
and lieutenant colonel. For service which is effective on July 1, 1960, 
the same as the Army. 

For age it is precisely the same as the Army’s is going to be on 
July 1960. Major general, age 62; all others, age 60. 

Mr. Rivers. You are not changing that in your proposal ? 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir. We have a slight change on adjutants 
and assistant adjutant generals. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the slight change? To get rid of them? 

Colonel Brackerr. We want them to be retained to the age of 64. 
Navy and Marine Corps at promotion points: All who fail of promo- 
tion to lieutenant, junior grade, or first lieutenant and all who are 
twice passed over to lieutenant or captain, and Marine brigadier gen- 
erals who are twice passed over. I have written this to compare it 
to the other one on service: Captains and colonels who have not risen 
higher than captain or colonel, 30 years of service. Commanders and 
lieutenant colonels at 26 years of service. Lieutenant commanders 
and majors at 20 years of service. 

There are some exceptions to all of these. Age: All officers age 
62. ‘These charts are very simplified I admit. 

(Chart 11 is as follows :) 


CHART 11. NAvy AND MARINE Corps ELIMINATION PROVISIONS 


At promotion points : 

All who fail of promotion to lieutenant, junior grade, or first lieutenant. 
All twice passed over to lieutenant or captain. 
Marine brigadier general twice passed over. 

Service: Captain or colonel, 30 years; commander or lieutenant colonel, 26 
years ; lieutenant commander or major, 20 years. 

Age: All officers, age 62. 

Mr. Rivers. When are you going to finish with those charts? 

Colonel Brackett. I have four more charts. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to finish with you this morning. 

Colonel Brackerr. I will go ahead as fast as I can. 

Although ROPA has not gone into full effect for the Army and 
Air Force, I think it can be said that some of its equalizing and vital- 
izing influence have been felt. ROPA was intended to give a pe- 
riodic opportunity of promotion to a much broader group of officers 
than had been previously eligible. This it has done. More detailed 
information I am furnishing to your counsel. I have four home- 
made charts here that I would like to show you to give you an indi- 
cation of what has been done under ROPA. 

I am showing for each service the number of promotions above the 
grade of lieutenant that have been effected, the eliminations resulting 
from the promotion system, and under this, unfortunately, we cannot 
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give it to you for the Navy and Marine Corps because their elimina- 
tions are not tied exactly timewise to their failure of promotion. 

I endeavor to, in the case of lieutenant commander or commander, 
to get this, and their statistics are just unable to show eliminations 
that resulted directly from the ROPA promotion system. 

Then I want to show you what the beginning strength, just prior 
to ROPA, and the current strength of sees in an active status is. 

We can run over these quickly. 

In the Army, promotions above first lieutenant have been 44,000, 
29,000 nonunit promotions and approximately 15,000 unit promotions. 

Through the promotion system, the Army has eliminated about 
4,100 officers. Their pre-ROPA strength was 257,000; their current 
strength is 271,000. This is the only service that has gained strength 
since ROPA took effect. 

(Chart 12 is as follows :) 


CHART 12. ARMY 


Srppeeenas Temeve meemtetient ct ee a ek ee a et 44, 000: 
A De kk ee Oe de AE oiler eadbibes 29, 000 
i ee | oc csi enn eigeeiia eee 15, 000 
ce ae, cise bots eneesios cibteeensnemrenigttiensacn etiprin we neeescinmeoraias 4,100 
ESTES ES EES aD Bs ES 15 Ee CE shee aes te Eee ee 257, 000 
NN oi aes ee eee Seal a Lede 271, 000 


Colonel Brackerr. The Navy: Promotions above the grade of 
lieutenant junior grade have been 44,000. Eliminations, as I told 
you before, we were unable to get because of the statistical system. 
Their pre-ROPA strength was 145,000: their current strength, 132,500. 

(Chart 13 is as follows:) 


CHART 13. NAvy 


Promotions (above lieutenant junior grade) __.__-_________-___ 44, 000 
lata Nh a cn lla aes eid akin eg einen Not applicable 
a ele leat TE et aid a hd an Ol ith aR 145, 000 
EE ee ee ee ae a 132, 500 


Colonel Brackerr. The Marine Corps has made 3,800 promotions 
above the grade of lieutenant. Eliminations, we do not have the 
figures. Their pre-ROPA strength was 38,700. Their current 
strength, 23,580. 

(Chart 14 is as follows:) 


CHART 14. MARINES 


Peemotses (abere Sembenat) i224 oe ww... 3, 800 
ESSA Ls GILL AE LOO SPIER TR, Poe Ee CF ce aR et oT Not applicable 
EES ee ET ee eee eee eS oe 38, 700 
a TT eT i Oe A oe ee hee 23, 580 


Colonel Brackerr. The Air Force promotions above first lieutenant 
have been 93,500. Line promotions—that is nonunit promotions, 
using the Army paces ey been 91,000. Unit vacancy promo- 
tion, 2,500. We have eliminated 18,000 officers under the promotion 
system. Our pre-ROPA was approximately 225,000. Our current 
strength, 178,000. 
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(Chart 15 is as follows :) 


CuartT 15, Arn Force 


Promotions (above lewtenant) cc snc ec oi ge ge eee ene hme 92, 500 
Re ee Serr cetn see RY RR Sh SEE SAR pte 5 Fv: pea 87, 000 
ig 5 ean ap ali Apt Np Dy Fl A Me I a at GB So 90 Se 2, 500 
Witenes ee Oe ek el is oe a i he 18, 000 
Pre BOPA strometic ined 8 ook eee ibid te ital. 225, 000 
Cuerent: MITCNMUD..n.. - oii cc Ropers eee  aarese ea aeesdee semen e® 178, 000 


Colonel Brackerr. That quickly covers what happened under 
ROPA. 

What I had intended to do at the present time was to go into a 
categorization of the various amendments to ROPA that are being 
proposed in H.R. 7325 as a sort of an orientation process. 

The time has gone on very slowly here. I don’t known when you 
want to adjourn. 

Anticipating the questions in the same manner as you have had 
earlier, 1 am afraid the next part of the presentation might take a 
good deal of time. It would take an hour, perhaps. I am perfectly 
willing to go ahead. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt has suggested that this would be a good 
place to stop. 

Why poe. we have General Harrison tomorrow and then next 
week take you up? It won’t stop the continuity because there will be 
a lot of questions we will want to ask you. 

How about that, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHEek. That will be fine. 

Mr. Rivers. General Harrison could conveniently be here tomorrow ? 

General Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. How long would you normally take, General ? 

General Harrison. My prepared statement won’t take more than 
10 or 15 minutes. 

Mr. Rivers. You will be assisted by General Straus. He will be 
here all the time, won’t he, during your absence ? 

General Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Then we have the ROA. 

Colonel Carlton looks fit as a fiddle here today, assisted by that 
recruit over there, Colonel Boyer, young recruit, that is. 

Don’t I see some nurses back there? When are we going to have 
them ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. I intended to introduce them during the next 
portion. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t have to. I was going to do that, Colonel 
Bracket. We are very glad to have you ladies. What will we need 
to call on them, next week ? 

Colonel Brackerr. We had not intended to call upon them as wit- 
neses, but they are very interested in the legislation. Present with 
us today are Col. Frances Lay, Chief, Air Force Nurse Corps; Col. 
Audrey Underkofler, Chief, Air Force Medical Specialist Corps: and 
Lt. Col. Grace Barth, Acting Director of the WAF. 

Mr. Rivers. When you go over the changes, we may need them. 
You will have to be the best. judge when you want these ladies up 
here. We could very well need them when we reconvene, which will 
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be about Tuesday morning. We will adjourn from tomorrow to 
Tuesday. 

Colonel, we will excuse you until Tuesday, and tomorrow we will 
ask General Harrison if he won’t mind coming, and Colonel Carlton. 

Mr. Philbin has told me he will be here tomorrow. I have told 
them we will have the chaplains then. We will ask the witnesses 
for the chaplains and the Air Force Association to come. 

Will General Strait be here tomorrow ? 

Colonel Wirson. He can be. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, we are glad to have you. Will you represent 
General Strait ? 

Colonel Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If he is not here, you will represent him ? 

Colonel Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Tomorrow we will have those three categories. If 
you will all come here, we will start off with the National Guard, and 
then we will take up the RAO and the Air Force Association, and 
so we will end with a good note. 

(Whereupon, at 11:57 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Friday, June 5, 1959.) 


HovuseE or REPRESENTATIVES 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3 
Washington D.C., Friday, June 5, 1959. 


The subcommittee met at 10:13 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will come to order. 

We will continue our consideration of H.R. 7325 and 5083. Our 
first witness this morning is Col. John Carlton, executive director of 
the Reserve Officers Association. 

Colonel Carlton, the committee is very pleased to have you here. 
You have been very helpful to us in the past. We appreciate your 
taking time, knowing of your very busy schedule. 

The Chair would like to say we are glad to see that you are able to be 
up and about, regained your health and looking so well. We were 
concerned about you. We are always concerned when our friends get 
sick. 

We are glad to have you out and we will be pleased to hear from 
you. 

Colonel Cartron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee, and 
being permitted to present our views on this most important piece of 
legislation. 

Then the Reserve Officers Personnel Act became effective on July 
1, 1955, it was the first time in the history of this country that our 
Reserve officers were provided an opportunity for promotion under 
provision of law. 

Prior to July 1, 1955, promotions in the Reserves were provided 
under regulations by the Secretary of each of the serviées. Prior to 
World War II, promotions were available only when there were 
unit vacancies. Due to the lack of promotion vacancies at that time 

















2127 


only a limited number of Reserve officers could expect to be promoted 
to field grade (major, lieutenant colonel or colonel). 

As a consequence many of our Reserve officers remained stationary 
in grade 10 to 15 years. 

The Officers Personnel Act of 1947, which provides permanent pro- 
motions for Regular officers, recognized that if there is to be a flow of 
promotion it is necessary that there be a certain amount of forced at- 
trition. 

ROPA parallels the provisions of OPA. However, the forced attri- 
tion in ROPA does not become effective prior to July 1, 1960. ROPA 
provides in the Army and Air Force sections that when officers up to the 
grade of lieutenant colonel have served the mandatory time for con- 
sideration, that all nonunit officers and all Reserve officers of the Air 
Force will have their names placed before a selection board, and if 
found qualified they will be promoted. In addition unit officers are 
also promoted on the basis of vacancies existing in the unit. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the pusher clause / 

Colonel Borer. No, the pusher clause is in addition to that. We 
did not mention that in here. 

Mr. Rivers. It says all “nonunit.” 

Colonel Boyrr. For mandatory consideration, Mr. Rivers, they have 
to complete the time. A captain has to complete 14 years commis- 
sioned service and 7 years in grade. 

Mr. Bray. The pusher clause was that, as I understand it, if A was 
senior to B and B had not finished the time and B went and got pro- 
moted, that that would force A to be promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. Regardless of time. 

Colonel Boyrr. Let us say there are two officers, A and B as you 
have mentioned. A has received rapid promotions due to luck of 
assignment. He gets up to captain prior to B but B has had more 
total service. Under the mandatory consideration when he gets 14 
vears of service and 7 in grade he has to go before a promotion 
board. But A because he outranks him does not have the total com- 
missioned service but he has to be considered. That is the pusher 
clause. 

Mr. Rivers. He gets considered for another grade? 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. He advanced rapidly due to luck 
of promotion during the war and he keeps going up faster. 

Colonel Caruron. In the grade of colonel there must be a vacancy 
in the number authorized for that grade in order that a lieutenant 
colonel can receive a promotion. 

The forced attrition factors in ROPA for length of service, which 
become effective July 1, 1960, will transfer to the Retired Reserve a 
large number of colonels who have completed their 30 years of com- 
missioned service, and 5 years in grade (whichever is later), enabling 
a greater number of lieutenant colonels to have the opportunity of 
being considered for promotion to the grade of full colonel. 

We fully realize some of our higher ranking officers prefer to stay 
in the Active Reserve, instead of being transferred to the Retired Re- 
serve. However, it must be recognized that the only way there can be 
a flow of promotion is to have forced attrition for length of service. 
Forced attrition must come in the higher grades, or we must force out 
of the Active Reserve officers in the lower grades, such as lieutenants, 
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captains, and majors, or use the forced attrition factors in the present 
law, which becomes effective July 1, 1960. 

Each of the services have their own promotion provisions in the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947, and, of course, similar provisions are 
in ROPA. 

It is fully realized some of our most capable officers in both the 
Regular service as well as the Reserves, especially in the technical 
service, are being transferred to the Retired Reserve in their early or 
—— fifties at a time when they are at the zenith of their capa- 
yilities. 

We think it advantageous to keep the forced attrition factor in 
the present law. If Congress believes we should utilize these officers 
until age 60, the solution is very simple. This can be accomplished 
by amending OPA as well as ROPA and provide that there be extra 
officers in grade, and when officers reach the mandatory length of 
service provision they be considered as extra officers in grade and 
remain in active service, as well as in the Active Reserve. At the 
same time they would be removed from the zone of consideration for 
promotion. 

In this way these officers can be utilized and at the same time an 
even flow of promotion, as provided in the present law, would be 
maintained. 

We are somewhat surprised by the fact that the Bureau of the 
Budget decided to pass judgment on what should not be included in 
this proposed legislation. 

The cost factor with reference to this particular legislation is prac- 
tically nil. The services control the number of reservists who are in a 
drill pay status and also control the officer grades assigned to the 
Active Reserve units and the active participation of these officers. 
The proposed amendments do not increase the amount of appropria- 
tions necessary to carry on the Reserve program. We question the ad- 
visability of the Bureau of the Budget’s attempting to control the 
Defense Department policies on personnel matters. 

H.R. 5083, except that there is no provision for the Navy, Marine, 
and Coast Guard amendments, is almost identical to the approved 
draft of the Defense Department’s proposed legislation on amend- 
ments to ROPA, transmitted to the Bureau of the Budget approxi- 
mately 1 year ago. 

The present defense bill, which is a result of the Bureau's directive, 
omits many of the desired features which are contained in H.R. 5083. 

We have several ROA mandates, not included in the defense bill, 
which will be carried out if our recommendations in regard to re- 
storing certain paragraphs of H.R. 5083 meet with the committee's 
approval. 

We recommend that lines 4 through 9, page 4, clause (4), of H.R. 
5083, be included in H.R. 7325. Reserve officers who qualify for man- 
datory consideration have their names placed before a promotion 
board approximately 1 year before they are 7 seat Many officers 
in this category he will be recommended for promotion will be 


transferred to the Retired Reserve under the mandatory length-of- 
service provision, providing clause (4) as outlined above is not in- 
cluded. 

We recommend that clause (11), page 6 through line 16 of page 7, 
of H.R. 5083, be inserted in H.R. 7325. 
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H.R. 7325 does not outline what disposition will be made of officers 
who waive promotion and are permitted to remain in their present 
grade in a Reserve or National Guard unit for 3 years. By restoring 
the provision of H.R. 5083 as outlined above the position of the 
officers in this category is clearly defined. 

We recommend that lines 7 through 9, page 3, of H.R. 7325, be 
stricken from the bill. 

We recommend that clause (14), section 3370, of H.R. 5083, start- 
ing on line 14 of page 12, be substituted for clause (10), section 3370, 
starting on line 23, page 8, of H.R. 7325. 

Under the provisions in H.R. 5083, as outlined above, officers in the 
Army Nurse Corps and Army Medical Specialist Corps can be pro- 
moted to the grade of full colonel, which is provided in another law for 
Regulars. Reserve nurses and medical specialists should have this 
same opportunity. 

We recommend that clause (18) of H.R. 5083, on page 16, starting 
with line 3, be substituted for clause (13), section 3391, starting on 
line 3, of page 12, of H.R. 7325. 

This clause reiterates that we will have colonels in the Army 
Nurses Corps and Army Medical Specialists Corps. 

We have a mandate from our national convention which reads as 
follows: 

That any Reserve officer on active duty who accumulates 28 years total 
commissioned service prior to completing his 20 years Federal active duty will 
have this provision waived providing he can accumulate his 20 years Federal 
active duty prior to age 60, or prior to being relieved from active duty for other 
reasons. 

This provision applies mostly to Army and Air Force Reserve 
officers. 

The Air Force, based on a decision of the Judge Advocate, has 
promulgated a regulation providing that officers in this category may 
be retained. It is our understanding that the Army has or very 
shortly will adopt a regulation similar to the Air Force. Some legal 
officers have advised that inasmuch as this is being accomplished by 
regulation it might not be advisable to include this provision in the 
law. 

If in the committee’s opinion and in the committee report on the 
bill a statement that the intent of Congress is to provide that Reserve 
officers in the category outlined above will be permitted to remain 
on active duty and the present provision of law requiring mandatory 
retirement for length of service will be waived, we will be happy to 
accept the decision of the committee. It might be advisable for the 
committee to have in writing from each of the services a statement 
of their intent as to how this matter will be administered. 

Officers in this category accepted commissions in the Reserve prior 
to World War II. After being ordered to active duty twice in 10 
years they are being discriminated against by being retired with 28 
years of total commissioned service prior to completing their 20 
years Federal active duty. Our objective is to assure they are not 
punished by their affiliation with the Reserve prior to World War II. 

ROA is in accord with the regulation of the services on this subject, 
but since the law provides they could be retired and inasmuch as it 
is so easy to change regulations not covered by law, we feel this matter 
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should be closely studied by the committee, to assure equity among 
the officers corps. 

If the committee decides that an amendment to ROPA is necessary, 
it is suggested that the committee counsel be requested to devise 
language to carry out the objectives in the ROA mandate. 

We recommend that clause (30), page 21, line 16 of H.R. 5083 be 
inserted in the bill. 

Under the provisions of ROPA, for the Army section, there is a 
definition which reads “the period of time by which the age of an 
officer exceeds 25 years.” Under this definition this difference be- 
tween the officer’s age and the age which he was actually commissioned 
is considered constructive service. This constructive service in ROPA 
counts for total commissioned service as well as for promotion. 

In OPA for Regular officers this constructive service is counted for 
total commissioned service, promotion, and for retirement. 

By including the provision outlined above, we do not give credit 
for retirement purposes for constructive service but by this provision 
such time is not counted for total service, consequently the officer has 
the opportunity of completing his 20 years of Federal satisfactory 
service providing he can do so before reaching age 60. 

Unless this provision is included in the bill many outstanding offi- 
cers commissioned in their mid-thirties during World War II will be 
transferred to the Retired Reserve without being given the oppor- 
tunity to qualify for retirement. 

We recommend that clause (31), page 22, line 7, of H.R. 5083, be 
inserted in this bill. 

Inasmuch as the success of a unit is having individuals familiar 
with training and operation, it is believed this is urgently needed. 

We would further recommend that clause (26), section 5414, lines 12 
through 14, page 17, of H.R. 7325, be stricken from the bill. 

By eliminating this provision the Marine Reserve would be entitled 
to authorized strength of 29,500 officers instead of 24,000. 

We want to emphasize our view that the total number of officers 
in the Marine Reserve should remain as provided in the present law. 

We further recommend the number of Reserve generals in the 
Marine Corps Reserve be 10 instead of 5. We recommend there be 
inserted in lieu of clause (26), lines 12 through 14, page 17, of H.R. 
7325, a new clause (26) be substituted to read “section 5458(a) is 
amended by striking out the figure ‘5’ and inserting the figure ‘10’ in 
place thereof.” 

Mr. Rivers. Why do you recommend 10 generals instead of 5? 

Colonel Boyer. It brings the Marine Corps more or less in line 
with the Navy. The Navy is authorized 48. They are 5 times as 
large—their authorized strength is 150,000. The Marine Corps 
strength at the present time is approximately 30,000. So with 48, 
bringing it up to 10 it brings the Marine generals in line with the 
Navy and also more or less in line with the number of generals author- 
ized for the Army on a percentage basis. 

Mr. Rivers. That brings the ratio into balance becs ‘ause now they 
are discriminated against by arithmetic. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, ae 

Mr. Rivers. That is what, I understood. 
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Colonel Boyer. If we give them 10 instead of 5 it will bring them 
in line with the other services. 

Colonel Caruron. As stated previously, in OPA and ROPA the 
promotion provision varies in each of the services. 

ROPA as presently written provides an authorized number in grade 
for each of the services. 

However, in the Army and Air Force the percentage of officers in 
each grade is based on the authorized strength. 

In the Navy, the percentage of officers in each grade is based on the 
on-board strength. Inasmuch as the on-board strength in the active 
Navy is greater than the authorized strength, it has worked no hard- 
ship. . 

The on-board strength for the Navy Reserve is much less than the 
authorized strength and one of the amendments to this law should 
provide that the percentage in grade will be based on the authorized 
strength. . : 

We recommend that on page 17, of H.R. 7325, immediately follow- 
ing line 17, that the following be inserted : 

Section 5457(b) of code 10 be amended by inserting the word “authorized” 
before the words “number of such officers.” 

By so doing the percentage in grade will be on the authorized 
strength of the Navy Reserve and bring this in line with the same 
provision for the Army and Air Reserve. 

We also recommend that section 6389(c), of code 10, be included 
in H.R. 7325, and be amended by adding a new sentence after the table 
therein: 

Notwithstanding the first sentence of the subsection, the Secretary may defer 
the retirement or discharge of such number of officers serving in the grade of 
lieutenant commander as are necessary to maintain the authorized officer strength 
of the Ready Reserve, but the duration of such deferment for any individual 
officer may not be in excess of five years. 

We recommend that section 5899(a), of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended and included in H.R. 7325, by adding the following: 

However, officers in grade of captain or commander shall become eligible for 
consideration for promotion when their running mates become eligible for con- 
sideration for promotion, but from among those eligible commanders who are 
junior to the junior officer within the promotion zone, the board may recommend 
for promotion to the grade of captain a number of officers that does not exceed 
five per centum of the total number of officers that the board is authorized to 
recommend for promotion, unless that number is less than one, in which case 
it may recommend one such officer. 

Mr. Rivers. That is to bring it in line with the Regular service? 

Colonel Caruron. Yes, sir. 

We recommend also that the committee remove from the law the 
provision regarding constructive service for naval officers, in the same 
manner as we have asked for Army. It is requested that the counsel 
make the provisions for these two senior services conform. 

We further recommend that the last sentence starting on line 22 
and ending on line 24, page 19, of H.R. 7325, be stricken from the bill. 

We would suggest that clause (40), line 12, of H.R. 7325, section 


8372(b) (2), be amended by adding after the word “assignment” the 
words “in the Ready Reserve.” 

We further recommend that clause (47), starting on line 1, page 31, 
of H.R. 5083, be included in this bill. It might be advisable to include 
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Reserve officers holding mobilization positions. This will give per- 
missive authority to retain outstanding officers and officers whose serv- 
ices are needed in excess of the grades authorized. 

We further recommend that clause (61), page 38, starting on line 1, 
of H.R. 5083, be included in the provisions of this bill. 

There are certain amendments which we would favor for the Coast 
Guard Reserve. A Coast Guard committee, which has been studying 
Reserve promotiois, policies, and problems, did not scones their 
work in sufficient time to have these covered in H.R. 7325. We would 
hope that any necessary Coast Guard amendments could be presented 
in time to be included in this omnibus bill. The Coast Guard Re- 
serve has had promotion “hump” problems similar to those of the 
Navy. Amendments with respect to the authorized number and per- 
centage of grade distribution will probably be necessary for their 
solution and should be considered. This might be accomplished by 
providing that section 772(b), title 14, United States Code, be 
amended as follows: 

1. Insert the word “authorized” in the first sentence between the 
words “total” and “number.” This would provide a pereentage based 
on the total authorized number of such officers in active status and 
would bring the Coast Guard in line with the percentage in grade 
based on authorized strength as recommended for the Navy and 
Marine Corps Reserve. 

. Change the percentage in grade of commanders from 3.5 to 6 
percent. 

3. Change the percentage in grade of lieutenant commanders to 
22.5 percent instead of 25 percent. 

We would further recommend in chapter 21, title 14, United States 

Code be inserted a new section 787(a). This section to provide that 
the Secretary of the Treasury be authorized to eliminate excess officers. 
The Coast Guard is the only service which does not now have such a 
provision in ROPA. 

We would suggest that the Coast Guard provide the language for 
this section. 

We believe that with the amendments which we have recommended 
these amendments to ROPA will strengthen the bill and give us a 
more effective Reserve. These amendments to ROPA are urgently 
needed. 

Mr. Chairman, we want to thank you and the committee for the 
privilege of appearing before you, and to thank you for the courtesies 
you have extended to us. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Carlton, as usual, you demonstrate a know!l- 
edge of the subject. You also indicate your complete familiarity with 
the various sections and their impact. on the reserve components, that 
is, the sections of 7325. 

From your recommendations it looks like you are recommending 
5083 with amendments. 

Colonel Carttron. That is substantially correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Why was the Coast Guard left out originally ? 

Colonel Cariron. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know. I have 
talked to some individual Coast Guard officers. I haven't talked to 
Admiral Richmond. For some reason or other they were just left 
at the altar, so to speak. I don’t know if they have ever been asked to 
come in on this bill. 
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Mr. Rivers. It has been historical that whenever we legislate for the 
organic makeup of the services, we include the Coast Guard. They 
are generally the beneficiaries of our thinking on legislation which 
affects those who wear the uniform, the Coast Guard and the Public 
Health. 

For instance, I was the author of the medicare bill. We always 
tried to include them in that. 

You say they are too late to get in under this now ¢ 

Colonel CarLTon. No, sir: it is not too late. 

Mr. Rivers. What is holding them up now / 

Colonel Caruron. I don’t know. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. We had not invited them as a witness since they 
were not included in any significant provision in this bill. 

As you know, they, of course, are present!y covered under ROPA. 
However, the changes recommended by the Department did not, for 
practical purposes, extend to the Coast Guard, and consequently we 
hadn't invited them as a witness. We can de that, if you so desire—— 

Mr. Rivers. I think they should be invited up here. They should 
be here listening to this, and maybe they can give us some help. 

Colonel Caruton. They have had a committee studying their poli- 
cies which are covered by this bill. 

Mr. Rivers. We can invite them up here. Until we invite them, 
they might not be permitted to appear. 

Mr. Slatinshek, send them an engraved invitation. 

They will be invited, gentlemen. 

I don’t have anything further unless we are to hear from your young 
assistant. 

Colonel Boyer. You asked with reference to 5083. 

We are in complete accord, except with one provision in that. One 
provision that they are recommending is that we extend for 5 more 
years before we put in the mandatory retirement for length of 
service. 

They have a mandate on that. We think it is wrong, because right 
now, due to the fact that in the Army the colonels are there and there 
is practically no promotion to the grade of colonel. If you don’t 
have attrition, you don’t have a flow of promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. You believe up at the top some of these overage officers, 
flag rank, and so forth, should be attritioned out ? 

Colonel Boyer. The 35 and 

Mr. Rivers. What is that word? 

Colonel Boyer. “Attrited” is a good word. I don’t know if it is in 
the dictionary. 

As Colonel Carlton read to you, creating extra officers in grade. 
We can do it that way without blocking promotions. That way would 
block promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. You think we have some generals up at the top that 
should be put out / 

Colonel Boyer. As people get up in the higher grades, they should 
be willing to give way and let others have a chance. 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that the philosophy of OPA and ROPA ? 

Colonel Caruron. Yes, sir. 

We are not trying to force them out. If we got in a war, we would 
need every man we have. Let them be in excess of grade authoriza- 
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tions. They would not block promotions, but they would be in the 
Active Reserve. 

There are a great many officers who reach the age of 51, for instance. 
They are forced to retire. Obviously, a man at the age of 51, if he is in 
good health, is at the height of his capabilities. 

Mr. Anprrson. You spoke about promotion of colonels and lieuten- 
ant colonels, particularly. 

May this provision of ROPA also force the retirement of officers be- 
low the grade of colonel 

Colonel Boyer. It might for 1 or 2 years, due to a few officers being 
slow in getting a promotion. 

As the effect of ROPA comes along, a man would either be pro- 
moted to lieutenant colonel or he would have two passovers and be out. 
He would be promoted to lieutenant colonel before he gets the 28 years 
of commissioned service, or be forced out. While we might have a 
few overage—I mean majors and captains that this 28 years would 
hit, but practically the only ones it will hit will be lieutenant colonels 
as this law becomes more effective. 

Mr. Anperson. The ones that this will hit will be mostly general 
officers and colonels, but it will also hit lieutenant colonels. 

Coonel Boyer. Your lieutenant colonels, under the provision of the 
law that becomes effective July 1, 1960, any officer who has 28 years 
commissioned service—— 

Mr. Anperson. Below the grade of colonel. 

Colonel Boyer. Lieutenant colonel or under. For colonel and 
brigadier generals it is 30 years of commissioned service or 5 years in 
grade, whichever is later. 

Then for major generals it is 35 years and 5 years in grade, or age 62. 

While it is true we will lose some very good officers, but under our 

rovisions, as Colohel Carlton pointed out, if you make them extra of- 

cers in grade, you take them out of the flow of promotion. You can’t 
let these older officers block it or we would be back where we were 
before World War II. We had a lot of Reserves and National Guard 
officers ordered back to duty in 1950 in grade of first lieutenants and 
captains. They stood stationary. You cannot block people like that, 
because if you start in and go up the grades, the vacancies beoome 
fewer. If you don’t force them out, you just block these other officers 
reaching the grade that these people get. 

Mr. Kivers. Start at the top. The top is a general. I guess the 


highest is two star. Is there no way to get a man out under the law 
there—— 


Colonel Borer. If—— 

Mr. Rivers. In the Regular services, out ? 

Colonel Boyer. Thirty and five gets him out, or he can volunteer, 
or if he is transferred from that command. For instance, suppose 
that there is a major general commanding either a guard unit or 
Army division. He gets that grade because he commands that unit. 
If he moved away and gave up the unit, then they place him in the 
Retired Reserve, if they haven’t any other vacancy in which he could 
serve in his new location. 

There is a certain amount of attrition because people move from 
one community to another. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that the Standby Reserve, now ? 
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Colonel Borrr. On generals, they go to the Retired Reserve if they 
give up the unit which calls for a general. 

Mr. Rivers. What if they don’t give it up? 

Colonel Borer. As long as they don’t transfer them out of that, 
tliey. stay on—if it is a major general, unless he completes 35 years of 
commissioned service of 5 years in grade. 

Mr. Rivers, He could be 75 years of age. 

Colonel Boyer. No; age 62. 

Mr. Rivers. At age 62 they are out anyway, like the Regular officers. 

Colonel Boyer. It parallels the Regular service. I don’t think we 
can conscientiously come and ask to set up our promotion system, 
which we asked originally to parallel the Regulars, and then ask them 
to make exceptions. 

Mr. Rivers. General, have you finished ¢ 

Mr. Anprerson. You are developing the same point. 

Colonel Carton. May I add one thought there ? 

Mr. Chairman, we don’t have in the Reserve program any real old 
officers holding commands. I doubt if we have a general officer who 
has reached the mandatory retirement age of 62, or 60. 

Mr. Anperson. We have had. You say general officers? 

Colonel Carron. Yes. 

It is not a great pressing problem now. There is no such thing as 
you mentioned of an officer being 75 years of age. There is abso- 
lutely nothing approaching that in existence. 

Mr. Anperson. If I may remind the chairman, we asked the Secre- 
tary of the Army to provide us full statistics on all changes of indi- 
viduals into and beyond the grade of general officer. I presume that 
will be presented to us? 

Mr. Rivers. Do you have that ¢ 

Mr. Statrnsuek. We have it inserted in the transcript. I don’t 
have the transcript. I can bring it out. 

Mr. Rivers. I want each member to get a copy. 

Mr. Anperson. The statistics, I suppose, would be available some- 
where to indicate the magnitude of this problem, that is, how many 
promotions we have been able to make to colonel. 

You haven’t presented any of those in this case. I think this com- 
mittee should know in specific rather than just in general terms the 
magnitude of the problem, to what extent we actually are blocking 
the promotion. If it should develop that we don’t have many who are 
ready for promotion, then the problem would not be as serious. 

Colonel Boyer. I can’t give you statistics. 

You see, once a lieutenant colonel, under our present Army regula- 
tions, has 19 years of commissioned service or 11 years in grade, his 
name is placed before a promotion board. If he is found best quali- 
fied, and there is a vacancy, well, in service after service—I don’t 
remember whether it is Quartermaster or Ordnance—here for the last 
several years there has been only one vacancy for a colonel in that 
particular branch. 

Mr. Anperson. That was the kind of statistic I was asking for. 

Colonel Boyer. These officers get letters like this: that this is not a 
passover because there were not enough vacancies to be considered 
for selection. 
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Here is what is happening, Mr. Congressman: What is happening 
is that a lot of these officers are going to reach their 28 years and be 
forced out and not be given an opportunity to be promoted to the 
grade of colonel. 

Mr. Anperson. I know ROA would not have the basis to provide 
us the figures, but I wanted to raise the question now. 

If there are any liaison people here with the Department, I want 
to indicate that I will expect the full figures to be furnished on 
just the point that we have been raising. 

Mr. Rivers. When we get to these technical things, we will want 
that. 

Colonel Ecciteron. I have some of the figures that you make 
reference to. 

Since ROPA became effective, we promoted, in nonunit promotions, 
for both the Army Reserve and Army National Guard, one major 
general and eight brigadier generals. 

Those are nonunit promotions. 

The Army National Guard unit promotions for the same period 
of time: 31 have been promoted to major general, 41 to brigadier 
general. 

In the Army Reserve unit promotions for the same period of time: 
major generals, 16; brigadier generals, 48. 

I have the figures for all grades, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Will you furnish that for the record ¢ 

Colonel Eceieton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. The National Guard, you stated they have a problem 
that a certain number of officers stay on because of going through 
the organization of the pentomic division. 

Are you having that problem in the Reserve units ? 

Colonel Caruron. You mean officers not being able to find assign- 
ments for themselves ? 

Mr. Bray. Are your divisions going through reorganization under 
the pentomic structure / 

Colonel Caruron. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Boyer. Exactly the same problem. 

Mr. Bray. I think there have been suggestions all the way from 
5 years—that the bill has—up to as low as 1 year. 

Has that affected you enough that you believe there ought to 
be some consideration given to it ? 

Colonel Caruton. Mr. Bray, the Army had given us to understand 
last year that this conversion would be carried on over a 3-year period, 
so that the impact would not be too serious. 

In some areas it has been speeded up some. There are a t 
many Officers who are out of units which have been deactiv and 
have not been given assignmments in new units, and they are look- 
ing for assignments themselves. It has created some problems, which 
has been. the basis of a number of discussions with the Army. 


Mr. Bray. I would like to refer to your statement, at the top of page 
6, the first four paragraphs, the period of time which the age of an 
officer exceeds 25 years. 

I think I understand that, but I do not believe there is anything 
in the record as yet explaining exactly what you mean by that con- 
structive service. 
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Colonel Caruron. You know a great many officers were commis- 
sioned in World War Il—you correct me, Colonel Boyer, if I am not 
correct—say 41 years old. Many officers were commissioned in age 
of excess of 35 years, for pay; in many cases, for promotion purposes, 
they were considered to have had service from the age 25. So an 
officer who was at the age of 35 would be given 10 years constructive 
service. That counts in his total service. If he is forced to retire 
after 28 years of total service, then he will only have 18 years of actual 
service for retirement and is blocked from ever 

Mr. Bray. I think I am aware of that. I wanted to ask a few 
questions to clarify that in the record. 

Colonel Boyer. Let’s say an officer is 36 years of age. You take 25 
from that. Thatis11. That 11 years counts for constructive service. 
So when he gets actually 17 years total commissioned service, just 
actual commissioned service, he adds that 11 years constructive service, 
and that gives him 28 years of total commissioned service. So he 
can’t get his 20 years for retirement. 

In the Regular service, though, that constructive service, when he 
is forced out, counts for retirement. By eliminating this, we don’t 
ask to give this time for retirement; all we ask is to give him the 
opportunity to qualify if he can do it within 28 years actual com- 
missioned service. 

Mr. Bray. Your recommendation, then, has been that that con- 
structive service does not hold against him, that is, he be allowed to 
go until he gets 20 years if he can do that with the 28 years of actual 
service ¢ 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. You are not asking the same consideration for the Re- 
serves that the Regulars get in counting that time for retirement? 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. We are perfectly willing for him 
to earn it, but the door is closed in his face now, and there is no 
apportnrd: 

{r. Rivers. The provisions of the Retention Act, if it is passed, will 
be complementary to this philosophy, because in dollars and cents they 
will have to put out money under the Morris amendment, if it is 
retained. 

Colonel Boyrr. That is on active duty. 

Mr. Bray. I think you have a very worthwhile suggestion here. 

When you come to the—— 

Mr. Rivers. He gets his retirement anyway. 

Mr. Bray. When you come to WAC’s, if you follow this, it will 
eliminate many of them from retirement. 

Before this hearing is completed, I want some figures on that. I 
am not asking you to give them to me. I want that later, 

Also, that will throw out many of the Chaplain Corps, There 
would be many who would be knocked out. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. And the Army Nurse Corps, to a degree, wouldn’t it ? 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. Will you be able, at the time we start writing up this 
bill, to give us some sound and constructive ideas as to the proper 
method of writing up this bill, to get what you want? 

Colonel Boyer. If we insert, as we recommended—if we insert, start- 
ing on page 5, we recommend that clause 30, page 21, line 16, of H.R. 
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5083, be inserted in the bill. If you put in the clause 30, page 21, line 
16, of H.R. 5083, you have accomplished what we want. ‘That does 
away with that provision. 

Mr. Rivers. We are going into all of that. 

Mr. Bray. We have a capable counsel here 

Mr. Winsreap. Before you leave that point, if we put that provi- 
sion in, will there be somebody already let out now and we will have 
to come back next year and have legislation ¢ 

Colonel Boyer. This provision of ROPA does not become effective 
until the 1st of July 1960. This is one of the elimination factors, It 
becomes effective the Ist of July 1960. It won’t affect the ones today. 

Mr. Bray. We are amending legislation that hasn’t really gone into 
effect in some instances. 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. All of these provisions of ROPA 
on elimination of length of service doesn’t start until July 1 of 1960. 
When you people wrote this bill, you said, “During the next 5 years, 
before these clauses become effective, let us study it and come up with 
recommendations where we can eliminate injustices.” 

Mr. Bray. In this statement you went into a matter that I have been 
interested in for some time. 

Specialists who normally go into the service rather late in life, men 
that have made quite a success in some field, where they are greatly 
needed, come in rather late in life. What I am thinking about here, 
those who are on active duty or those who are not at the present time 
on active duty, and they reach a mandatory retirement of 16 years or 
17, and they go to the Inactive Reserve. This means they are pre- 
cluded from earning retirement points that would allow them to retire. 

I believe it is title IT of Public Law 

Mr. StatinsHex. Title ITT. 

Mr. Bray. Are you making any suggestion to take care of those, 
that is, to be on a nonpromotion list, yet allow them to be active enough 
to keep up their points ? 

Colonel Borer. We have made no recommendations that if a man 
was commissioned after age 40; in other words, if he was either born 
too late or 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say he was commissioned at age 37. 

Colonel Boyer. At age 37, this provision takes care of it. 

Mr. Bray. And allows him to reach 20 years ¢ 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Where is that in this statement ? 

Did you cover that in your statement ¢ 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

When we eliminate that definition at the bottom of page 5 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say that man was a captain. That was the job he 
filled, and he filled it creditably, and he went in at 37 years old, he is 
going to be overage as a captain and be relieved from the Reserve 
before he could possibly complete 20 years. 

Colonel Boyer. They don’t use the overage any more, Mr. Bray. 
The total service is what will eliminate him. 

Mr. Bray. Have you included in your suggestions here language 
that any Reserve officer who will be able to complete 20 years before 
he is 60, and is otherwise qualified, has participated in the World War 
If or I or the Korean war, that would allow him—TI am talking 
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about those who have been on active duty but are not now on active 
duty—to finish out his 20 years of Reserve time, if he can do that 
before he is 60? 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir, it is in there. 

Mr. Bray. That is not true at the present time, is it ¢ 

Colonel Boyrr. The 28 years has not become effective yet. 

Mr. Bray. I am not talking about the 28 years at all. I am talk- 
ing—well, 28 vears would be involved. But have you got suggestions 
here that will allow any officer, otherwise qualified under title II 
of 810, and is not on active duty, did not finish up active duty to 
qualify under title II, can he continue as long as he is under 60, con- 
tinue his 20 years ¢ 

Colonel Boyer. If you are talking about active duty personnel—— 

Mr. Bray. No. 

Colonel Boyrr. Of reserves on inactive duty, if he will get his 20 
years in, if he was commissioned under age 40 and has had a good 
year every year, he can qualify under the recommendations we have 
made in this bill. 

We have not asked to change the law because it was considered 
very carefully. 

Mr. Bray. I see you have. And I deeply appreciate your testi- 
mony. 

Mr. Starinsuek. Mr. Bray, at the present time the maximum age 
is 55 for lieutenant colonel. In other words, when a lieutenant colonel 
in the active status reaches that age, he is required to be mandatorily 
transferred to an inactive status. That is the man you are consider- 
ing right now. In other words, 55 is the maximum age right now. 

I would like the Army to correct me if I am wrong. 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. When we put ROPA in effect 5 
years ago, 4 years ago, we had no elimination whatsoever, and the 
Army said, “We need a certain amount.” And they said, “Let’s pro- 
vide that: officers ‘s, up until the first of July 1960, when this 28 years 
goes in, lieutenant colonels and under, who reach age 55, will be 
eliminated.” 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say that lieutenant colonel was in the service of 

age 37. Then he would be eliminated before he finished 20 years, but 
yet he would have 20 years before he reached 60. 

How are you taking c: ire of that ? 

Colonel Boyer. There is a provision of ROPA that says this: that 
any officer who reaches age 55 and who can qualify for Reserve re- 
tirement by age 60 will ‘be kept in the Active Reserve. And for 
colonels it is age 58, and the same clause is in there. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I thought was the law. I ran into a situa- 
tion that was brought to my attention the other day—I want to go 
into it more thoroughly—that rather repudiated that. 

Colonel Borer. We have had occasions where they have written into 
us, and we have quoted them what to do, and they are immediately 
clarified. They were told they 





Mr. Bray. It came from the Pentagon. Maybe they should read 
the law. I know a couple of years ago, when we were going into con- 
sideration of the Reserve situation, I asked that question and got the 
same answer that you gave. 
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I do want, before we finish this bill, to make certain that is the law. 
Mr. Starinsnex. I can read you that. It will only take a moment. 
Mr. Rivers. I think that no doubt will be discussed with General 

Harrison. We will read the bill section by section. 

Mr. Bray. I want to clarify that. 

The provision here that he will be transferred to the Inactive 
Reserve—— 

Mr. Rivers. Can you tell us without reading it ¢ 

Mr. Statinsuek. It is essentially what Caleeal Boyer has men- 
tioned. 

Mr. Rivers. Make a note, and we will clarify it. 

Any other questions ? 

Mr. Bray. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I would like to ask one question. I don’t want to take 
a lot of time. 

As I understand the position of you gentlemen, you favor 5083 
over 7325, is that right / 

Colonel Cariron. That is substantially correct. 

Mr. Morris. You do suggest one ren» vet to 5083 ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. More than one. 

Colonel Boyer. 5083 does not contain the Navy and Marine and 
Coast Guard amendments. 

With the recommendations we have made, added to 7325, we have 
substantially the heart of 5083. So writing it on that basis, we in- 
clude the Navy and Marine Corps. 

Mr. Morris. The amendments you offered to 7325, if adopted, would 
meet with your approval, that is, 7325 would meet w ith your approval ? 

Colonel Boyer. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. The bill that is reported out of this committee will 
have— 

Mr. Morris. I will be very brief. 

Mr. Rivers. Take as much time as you want, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Could you explain it this way very briefly to us? 

As the bills now stand, 7325 and 5083, what is the fundamental 
differences between the bills, according to your viewpoint? 

Colonel Caruron. 5083, Mr. Morris, left out a great many provisions 
which we consider very essential. 

Mr. Anprrson. You used the wrong number. 

Colonel Cariron. 7325 left out a great many provisions which were 
originally in the bill as prepared by the Defense Department, which 
was numbered 5083. 

What we are seeking to do is to add to the bill which the Defense 
Department now sends over which has been changed by the direction 
of the Bureau of the Budget to include a number of those provisions, 
not too many but a number that we think are essential. 

Mr. Morris. In other words, as 5083 started out and was approved 


by the Defense Department, before it went to the Budget; isn’t that 


right ? 

Colonel Boyer. Substantially so. 

On 5083 it eliminated the recommendation for the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. Morris. I understand that. 
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Outside of that, 5083 was reasonably acceptable to you? But the 
real change was made apparently in the Bureau of the Budget? 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. After that change was made, then the bill became more 
objectionable, we will say. 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. Very briefly, could you point out to us wherein it be- 
came more objectionable? What particular features of 7325 are there 
that you think are not as good as they were in the 5083 ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. I think he has done so in his recommendations. 

Mr. Morris. I think he has, too. I don’t care to go into it for very 
long. But could you briefly tell us—— 

Colonel Boyrr. I think so. 

For instance, there is a recommendation in both bills that unit 
officers, that is, National Guard, will be mandatorily considered. 

Then this provision is that they can waive that consideration for ~ 
3 years. The defense bill just leaves them hanging there and doesn’t 
say what will happen to them after that. 

H.R. 5083 makes a disposition of them. 

Second is striking out the language of 7325 where it says for 2 years 
in which the Reserve and Guard units can make promotions in a unit 
in excess of the number of officers, 

They just want to hold it to 2 years. 

We say cut out the 2-year provision. 

Mr. Morris. You are clarifying it in my mind very briefly. 

Colonel Boyer. No, 3, H.R. 7325 cuts out the provision that Army 
nurses and medical specialists can go to the grade of colonel. They 
provide it for Regulars. They cut it out, and this provides that they 
will be colonels in the Army Nurse Reserve Corps and in the Army 
Medical Specialists. 

The next is the one dealing with the mandate that we have where it 
says ‘that any officer who accumulates, on active duty now, who accu- 
mulates 28 years active duty, starting with the Ist of July—I am 
sorry—it provides that any officer who accumulates 28 years total 
commissioned service prior to accumulating 20 years of Federal active 
duty for retirement under the law could be retired. 

Officers in that category are these: They are officers that held a Re- 
serve commission back in the 1930’s. They were ordered to duty in 
1940, 1941, and then came off duty in 1946 or 1947, and then got invol- 
untarily recalled i the Korean war. And after having their life 
broken twice, they said, “We will make a career of it.” 

Now they find, due to their commission in the Reserve prior to 
World War IT, they will hit the 28 years of service prior to 20 years of 
Federal active duty. 

We say it isn’t fair to penalize these people because they were in- 
voluntarily called the second time. So we say waive that provision. 
Under a ruling of the Comptroller General that people could be kept 
under the Armed Forces Reserve Act, the Judge Advocate has ruled, 
and they have come out with a regulation that these people be kept on. 

We want the committee to study it, the wording of the amendments 
in 5083, but we suggested to let. the counsel write the amendment rather 
than writing it up in a report to the committee. 
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Mr. Rivers. Do they both have a provision to take care of the pusher 
problem ¢ 

Colonel Boyer. Yes. The pusher clause is out in both of them. 

We didn’t comment on that because that is in the bill. 

The other was with reference to these technicians, that they be kept 
on. We don’t have them in the Army Reserve. We have them in the 
Air Force Reserve. The National Guard has them both. These people 
are key individuals who have to meet a dual qualification. They have 
to be a Reserve officer of the right technicality, and then they have.to 
be a civil service employee. So you can’t always find the two that will 
fit together that will replace a man. 

These are the key people who hold these units together. They are 
civilian employees, doing the work, maintenance, and so forth, and 
then they go on active duty once a month with the unit. In order to 
hold these units together, those people are needed. 

Then the next is that they are eliminating—not eliminating, cutting 
Marine Reserve from 29,500 to 24,000. I know the Marines testified 
yesterday that 24,000 suited them. It is our understanding that the 
original bill that went to the Bureau of the Budget was 29,500, and 
that the Marines asked for a percentage of the authorized strength, 
and they said you can have it on the authorized strength if you will 
bring it down to your present strength, which is around 24,000. 

I also understand that the Marines are now producing about 1,500 
officers a year, which in another 4 or 5 years will come up to their 
29,500. 

The Marine Corps had very few Reserves — to World War II, 
so it is a comparatively younger group, and they won’t be eliminated 
for 28 years’ service for some time to come. 

Then we recommended that there be 10 generals. 

In the Navy we recommended that the authorized strength, the per- 
centage in grade, be on the authorized strength, and also that they 
be permitted to keep the lieutenants in the two passovers in the lieu- 
tenant commander grade; treat the Reserves the same as the Regu- 
lars, and the promotion board should dip down to not more than 5 
percent in the grade of captains. 

In the Air Force, a technical amendment there to use the Ready 
Reserve, and then another amendment to give the Air Force per- 
missive authority to retain outstanding officers if they needed them, 
and also to cut out the technicians clause. 

And then the Coast Guard 

Mr. Morris. I realize, Mr. Chairman, that is a recapitulation in 
the matter, but it has clarified in my mind what the salient features 
are. 

Mr. Winsteap. I understand they cut out the technician clause 
there. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. When we put them in, they will get civil service 
retirement and also 20 years’ retirement, just like a military 








Colonel Boyer. Not 20 years’ retirement, Reserve retirement at 
age 60. 

Mr. Winsteap. We won't complicate that thing by giving them 
some advantages, and we will have to come back next year 

Mr. Bray. Will the gentleman yield ? 
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This gives them no rights they don’t already have. It allows you 
to keep them on longer. They are entitled by title III of Public 
Law 810 to accept both civil service and Reserve retirement. 

Colonel Boyrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. If you need him, you can keep him on to a later time. 

Mr. Winsteap. We are not giving them additional rights 

Mr. Bray. We are keeping them on if we need them. 

Colonel Boyer. If the officer is needed, they have the authority 
to keep him on to age 60. 

We hate to see that done, but we recognize the needs, and that 
you have a peculiar animal here. 

He has to have the right specialty in the service, and he has to 
have certain qualifications in civil service. When you lose him, you 
can’t always step out and hire another man that has that—that has 
those two qualifications. 

Mr. Winsteap. In the Civil Air Patrol we gave some rights to 
civilians, and we had to come back and make changes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Colonel, does the provisions of 7325, 5083, do the 
provisions of these two bills represent the recommendations of the 
ROA as far as the law now on our books affecting the Reserves of this 
country ¢ 

Colonel Cartron. Of course, as far as ROP A is concerned, Mr. Van 
Zandt, we recommended in our statement certain additions to 7325, 
which is now the administration bill, that this committee lift certain 
provisions out of 5083 and add it to 7325. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. This applies to ROP A ¢ 

Colonel Cartron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Let us leave ROPA for a moment and move into 
the Reserve field in general. 

Does the ROA have any recommendations? It is my understanding 
that these hearings are to provide first, a general review of the Reserve 
picture as well as the consideration of amendments to ROPA. 

I would like to know whether or not you have any other recom- 
mendations concerning the Reserve picture in general. 

Colonel Caruron. Not at this particular time. 

As you know, there are a number of bills before the Congress. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt, we were specifically directed to handle 
ROPA first. We hope to go into the whole picture as soon as we can. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The answer then should be yes, that the ROA does 
have recommendations ? 

Colonel Cartron. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In the development of these two bills, which are 
before us, was the ROA taken into consideration? Were they con- 
sulted by the representatives of Defense / 

Colonel Cartron. Yes, sir; we were, indeed. 

As a matter of fact, we got very well acquainted, particularly with 
the working staff, who were handling this bill. 

There are certain areas of development of the Defense Department’s 
position where, of course, we are not consulted. Many times we are 
‘alled in and briefed on what the bill is going to be. But insofar as 
the working staff is concerned, our recommendations were considered 
all along the line. They were not accepted in many cases. 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. I think both of you were sitting here yesterday and 
the day before as we questioned the Chairman of the Reserve Forces 
Policy Board. 

Is the ROA satisfied with the conduct of the Reserve Forces Policy 
Board ¢ 

Colonel Cartron. Generally speaking; yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Are they active enough to protect the interests of 
the Reserve and also function as a watchdog as the Congress originally 
provided for ? 

Colonel Carton. Without beink required to get into any specific 
instance, we think sometimes they don’t listen to them like we feel 
they should. 

Mr. Van Zanptr. Who doesn’t? 

Colonel Caruron. The Secretary of Defense. The Reserve Forces 
Policy Board makes recommendations which : are not always followed. 

Mr. Rivers. I wonder if Mr. Boyer might give us his observations. 
You have sat in on the panel at which time the Reserve Forces Policy 
Board was conceived. 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir; at the conception and the birth of it. 

I could answer that, Mr. Van Zandt, this way : 

They have a splendid Board. But on our Reserves coming in from 
all over the country, and oftentimes are not as familiar with some of 
these problems as they should be, when they are briefed, they some- 
times can be briefed along a certain slant, not having the background, 
and of course that happens in any board, as you know. It is according 
to the knowledge and background that is given to them. 

But we have had a great many of the Board call us, get our opinions 
on things, so they are ‘able to inject our thinking in there. In the past 
we used to be invited over and told what was coming up and asked 
to come over and make our statements. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In your opinion are they functioning as a watch- 
dog ? 

“Colonel Boyer. I think they are. I am not sure in relation to what 
you were developing the other day as well as they should or not. As 
far as their honesty and integrity they are unquestionable, and their 
integrity is above any criticism. But whether they are functioning 
in the nature of the watchdog that Congress intended them to be, | 
doubt if they are doing quite as well as they might. That is not said 
as criticism. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Is it the policy for the head of ROA to be a mem- 
ber of this Reserve Forces Policy Board? Or has it just happened 
that Admiral Jacobi this year was a member from the Navy? 

Colonel Cartron. I think it happened that way. He had been on 
the Board before. He was held over another year. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Boyer, when we wrote ROPA what were we 
faced with at that time in the Reserve field # 

Colonel Boyer. Well 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Why was ROPA written? 

Colonel Boyrr. At the time we wrote ROPA morale was pretty 
low, especially in the Army and Air. The Army was beginning to get 
a functioning Reserve. The Air Force also was just beginning. Since 
then both of them have developed a very good Reserve training pro- 
gram. Promotions were on the basis of the regulations laid down 
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by the Secretary and just about at a time that an officer thought he 
qualified they changed the regulation and he had to start all over 
again. 

This was the first step along the line of where a young officer 
could look and say “Now if you come in and do so and so you can 
expect to reach certain grades,” and it has had a very wonderful 
effect. I think it is one of the most constructive pieces of legislation. 

As you recall, there was quite a bit of resistance from the Regular 
services at that time. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. That is what I was coming to. During the course 
of hearings on the ROPA bill, we will say, at that time did we not 
spend considerable time trying to work out a uniformity in the field 
of promotion as far as the various services are concerned ? 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Working from memory, we had no difficulty with 
the Navy and the Marines. The Army revised its promotion system 
to get as close to the Navy as they possibly could, as I recall. But we 
did have this problem with the Air Force, am I correct in my thinking ? 

Colonel Borer. Yes and no. The Army due to—who testified over 
here on that, in personnel at that time—anyway, after ROPA was 
introduced, as you recall ROPA started with the hearings on the 
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. When it was presented the 
Army representative at our national convention in San Antonio an- 
nounced they were coming out with a promotion regulation. These 
regulations they came out with, which became effective around the 
1st of January 1953, were the basis of ROPA. 

The three great points of contention that we fought and that the 
Army and Air Force fought with tooth and nail were authorized 
strength, percentage in grade and date of rank. Those were the 
contentions. 

The Air Force at first was not happy, but they are now happy 
with the law outside of that one pusher clause. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Is it not true that the pusher clause was brought 
to us by the Department of Air? 

Colonel Boyer. I do not think anybody could be criticized for 
that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We are not being critical here. 

Colonel Boyer. You see, what we were doing in ROPA was paral- 
leling as far as possible the provision of OPA. This provision was 
either in OPA or the authorization of the Air Force, that provision 
was in there because the Air Force did not have the number of officers 
and they had to have a pusher clause to get the higher grades. No- 
body thought of it, and I will take as much blame as anybody else, none 
of us thought of the consequence when it hit the Reserves. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Did we not take the pusher clause and dress it up? 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir; by putting in the mandatory consideration. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. As a result of the panel cooperating with the 
committee. We thought at that time we were actually making a con- 
tribution toward the elimination of this confusion. 

Colonel Boyer. We would have if we had just thought to take the 
mandatory consideration itself and leave out the pusher. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. We have had a couple of years experience and we 
find the pusher clause is doing a lot of damage. 
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Colonel Boyer. And all are in agreement to get rid of it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think that is the extent of my questioning. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions from any other members? Thank 
you. 

General Harrison. The committee will be very pleased to hear 
Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, Jr., assisted by Brig. Gen. John 
Straus. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. General Harrison, you were with us when we wrote 
ROPA ? 

General Harrison. No; it was General Walsh. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. General Straus was with us; is that correct ! 

General Srraus. Mr. Congressman, I was on leave during the period 
of hearings that ROPA came up. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You mean for the entire period ? 

General Straus. For the entire period. 

Mr. VAn Zanpr. Wespent many days on that, as I recall. 

Mr. Rivers. General Harrison, we will be very pleased to have your 
statement. The reason we did not start off with you is that we wanted 
our colleague from Massachusetts, the distinguished vice chairman, 
Mr. Philbin, who also has other committees, to be present. He was 
tied up with something else. 

If you will proceed we will be very glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Pus. I greatly appreciate the fact that you deferred Gen- 
eral Harrison’s testimony until I might be present to hear him. I 
regard him and I think we all regard him as one of our great military 
leaders. I want to take this opportunity of expressing my commenda- 
tion and my thanks to him for his outstanding service to our National 
Guard in Massachusetts and in the Nation. 

General Harrison. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, speaking in behalf 
of the 45,000 officers of the National Guard, both Army and Air, and 
representing the NGAUS, I appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before this committee during its examination and consideration of 
H.R. 7325, a bill to amend title 10, United States Code with respect 
to Reserve commissioned officers of the Armed Forces. 

I think it most pertinent to the consideration of this legislative pro- 
posal that some of the historical background relating to the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act be furnished. 

Prior to its enactment in 1954, the National Guard Association and 
others, notably the Department of Defense and the Department of 
the Air Force, recognized its possible unfavorable impact in special 
areas upon certain of the Reserve components. ‘Testimony before the 
Armed Services Committee of the Senate during consideration of 
H.R. 6573 clearly revealed the degree of misgivings which had arisen 
concerning the then proposed act. After H.R. 6573 was enacted into 
Public Law 773, 83d Congress, and prior to its effective date, certain 
technical amendments were introduced by the Department of Defense 
as S. 1718 and enacted as Public Law 115, 84th Congress. At that 
time the Department announced that it would seek no further changes 
in the act for a period of 2 years in order to gain additional ceaeidlion 
and experience under the law. 

During the ensuing period, the operation of certain provisions of 
the act upon organized Ready Reserve units of the Air i orce, and, in 
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particular, on the Air National Guard, became almost devastating in 
effect. As a result of agitation in the field and the specific recom- 
mendations of the Air Reserve Forces Committee on Air National 
Guard and Air Force Reserve Policy, there was established and con- 
vened in the Department of the Air Force during the fall of 1956, 
a Reserve Officer Personnel Act. committee (ad hoc), consisting of 
representatives from the Air National Guard, the Air Force Reserve, 
the Regular Air Force, the Air Reserve Forces Committee on Air 
National Guard and Air Force Reserve Policy, the National Guard 
Association, the Reserve Officers Association, and the Air Force Asso- 
ciation. This ad hoc committee developed a series of proposed amend- 
ments to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act which were indorsed by 
the Air Staff Committee on Air National Guard and Air Force Re- 
serve Policy and recommended by that body to the Secretary of the 
Air Force as required legislation. 

Proposed legislation was drawn and submitted to the Reserve 
Forces Policy Board in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Mean- 
while, the other services had been engaged in developing needed 
amendments to the basic statute and ultimately the ae was incor- 
porated into a completed document. 

In May of 1958, a so-called ROPA omnibus amendment bill was 
transmitted by the Department of Defense to the Bureau of the 
Budget, but failed to receive clearance by that Bureau in time for 
introduction into the 85th Congress. Again, early this year, the 
Department of Defense transmitted to that agency its proposed 
ROPA omnibus amendment bill which was, for all practical purposes, 
identical to the one forwarded to the Bureau almost a year ago. 

That bill, with some few modifications, was generally acceptable 
to the National Guard and, I believe, likewise generally acceptable to 
the other Reserve organizations. The Air Force title of that bill was 
the product of a long series of detailed discussions and considerations 
by the specially convened Air Force ROPA ad hoc committee, the 
Air Reserve Forces Policy Committee, the Reserve Forces Policy 
Board, and the Air Staff. Despite our serious concern at the long 
delay involved in preparing that bill for introduction, I think it only 
proper that this committee be made aware that we have been extended 
every courtesy and consideration by the Department of the Air Force 
and members of the Air Staff in respect to the presentation of our 
recommendations and the opportunity to participate in the prelim- 
inary development of proposed corrective legislation. In this respect, 
1 should like to note for the record the cordial and pleasant relations 
which have existed between Col. Arthur Brackett, of Air Force PDP; 
Mr. James Minor, of the Office of the Judge Advocate General, and 
the members of the staff of the National Guard Association. I recite 
this information to you because it illustrates the amity and degree of 
cooperation which can be obtained between the departments and indi- 
viduals and agencies outside the Government when there is a genuine 
interest to solve problems of mutual concern. 

Unfortunately and most distressing to those of us who, over an ex- 
tended period of years, participated in the development of proposals 
to amend the basic statute, H.R. 7325, now before this committee, is not 
the result of our coordinated efforts. That particular product was 
unmercifully emasculated and butchered by the Bureau of the Budget 
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when submitted by the Department of Defense to that agency for 
indorsement. On the contrary, H.R. 7325 is a Bureau of the Budget 
dictated revision omitting many of the vital features considered neces- 
sary and desirable by the services and Reserve organizations and rep- 
resents an attempt on the part of that agency to control personnel 
policies affecting the Reserve Officer Corps of the Armed Forces. 

No excuse exists for this flagrant action for these proposals involve 
no expenditure of funds and have little or no fiscal impact. It is incon- 
ceivable to us why this agency, without military background or military 
personnel, without consultation and advice from those affected, and 
without professional military assistance and guidance, would exercise 
an overriding interest and influence in this type of amendatory legisla- 
tion which has been so long in coordinated development, and which is 
designed to correct the many deficiencies and inequities existing in the 
basic statute. I should also like to state that the exercise of this power 
and control in this particular matter by the Bureau of the Budget is in 
complete derogation of those committees within the Department of 
Defense and the military departments constituted in law by the Con- 
gress for the express purpose of providing Reserve officers an oppor- 
tunity to participate in the development of policies which affect 
reservists. 

Because of the long delay encountered in awaiting the introduction 
of ROPA amendatory legislation, the National Guard Association of 
the United States undertook to prepare legislative proposals which 
would correct the vast majority of distressing situations which have 
arisen through operation of the basic statute. These proposals were 
graciously introduced by you, Mr. Chairman, as H.R. 5083. Except 
for the fact that H.R. 5083 does not include amendments affecting the 
Navy and Marine Corps, most of the legislative language and approx- 
imately 90 to 90 percent of its provisions are identical to the coordi- 
nated bill developed in the Department of Defense and submitted to 
the Bureau of the Budget about a year ago. 

The Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 is both long and complex. 
Many of its provisions are interrelated and cannot be considered out 
of context and standing alone. Consideration must be given to the 
different basic philosophies of the services and the differing personnel 
problems and requirements of each. While some of the law is equally 
applicable to all three services, many of its provisions must remain 
separate and distinct for each service. 

We understand that subsequent to the presentation of general state- 
ments by interested agencies and organizations that the committee 
will proceed to a roundtable section-by-section consideration of the 
bill in a manner similar to the procedure in effect during committee 
consideration of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952. This we 
heartily indorse. In view thereof, we shall limit these remarks to those 
of a general nature reserving specific proposals to modify the bill to 
that time when they will be apropos to the section under consideration. 

The administration of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 
has convinced us that any proposed amendments to the act should— 

(1) Provide retention in an active status of U.S.P. & F.O.’s and 
civilian employees of the National Guard until age 60; 

(2) Exempt AG’s and assistant AG’s from mandatory retire- 
ment by reason of service and grade: 
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(3) Authorize mandatory consideration for promotion of officers. 
of the Army National Guard by selection boards and a correspond-, 
ing option by those selected for such promotion to delay that action 
for waned of 3 years with procedures for such contingencies pre- 
scribed in law ; 

(4) Extend the moratorium or mandatory retirement by reason 
of service and grade to July 1, 1965; 

(5) Change formula for the computation of total years commis- 
sioned service for mandatory retirement purposes in Army title to 
agree with like formula in Air Force title ; 

(6) Provide that officers who were on active duty at the date of 
enactment of the original statute and who can complete 20 years 
of active Federal service prior to attaining age 60 may be retained 
on active duty for that purpose at the discretion of the service 
Secretary ; 

(7) Provide that officers who can complete 20 years of satisfactory 
service prior to attaining age 64 may be rataied in an active status 
at the discretion of the service Secretary for that purpose; 

(8) Provide for the retention of officers of the Air National Guard 
through the grade of captain or until they complete 14 years of com- 
missioned service if they would otherwise be promoted out of their 
units by operation of the mandatory promotion system; 

(9) Provide for the retention of doctors, dentists, veterinarians, 
and chaplains through the grade of major or until they complete 21 
years of commissioned service if they would otherwise be promoted 
out of their units by operation of the mandatory promotion system ; 

(10) Remove the so-called pusher clause by which many officers 
are considered for promotion prior to the time they would normally 
be so considered ; and 

(11) Permit promotion to unit vacancies notwithstanding the num- 
ber of nonunit officers by grade in an active status. 

The National Guard subscribes generally to the provisions of 
ROPA, but considers that many provisions of the act are detrimental 
to the development and maintenance of efficient combat units. 

The elimination of U.S. property and finance officers and civilian 
employees of the National Guard and Air National Guard from an 
active status prior to attaining age 60 solely by virtue of provisions 
which require mandatory retirement for years of service and grade 
serves no useful purpose and is actually detrimental to the program. 

Likewise, the forcing of officers from units at an early age by virtue 
of a mandatory promotion is a needless waste of trained manpower 
that we can ill afford to lose in the unit program. At the same time, 
and due to technical imperfections in the basic statute, other well- 
qualified officers who are actually performing in and assuming the 
responsibilities of higher grades are precluded from consideration for 
or promotion to those grades by virtue of the total number of nonunit 
officers carried in an active status. Such a result, unintended by the 
Congress in the original enactment, militates strongly against the 
vitally required units in the program and the many fine officers, mem- 


bers of those units, who are giving unselfishly of their time and efforts 
to improve their military capabilities and build their units. 

Other provisions of the act are unfair to those Reserve officers who 
were on duty or in the Reserve programs prior to the enactment of 
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ROPA and who, except for its mandatory retirement features, could 
have qualified for either active duty or reserve retirement. _ 

The Department of Defense has been over 3 years preparing and 
coordinating its proposed amendments to ROPA. The proposed bill 
which the Department submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for clear- 
ance contained most of the foregoing recommendations. 

Considering the length and scope of this bill, our proposed modifica- 
tions are few in number and are worthy of the consideration of this 
committee at the appropriate time. We trust that at that time during 
the discussions we will be given an opportunity to explain and amplify 
our recommendations. 

Lastly, I should like to take this opportunity to express to the chair- 
man and the members of this committee our appreciation for this 
opportunity to express our views. 

Mr. Rivers. General Harrison, yours is a very good statement. The 
history that you have given us in the early part of your statement, in 
addition, the recommendation and the facts surrounding the genesis 
of the bill before us, as well as the bill introduced by me, are helpful, 
all helpful to the committee. Your recommendations will receive our 
serious consideration. 

It was awfully difficult to get what we have up here. That was not 
easy. It took all we could do to get anything up here. We have this. 
We have the whole subject matter before us. Your help will be I 
know forthcoming in the final deliberations. Your recommendations 
will be helpful to us. 

You may rest assured that we will go into this matter fully and that 
we will write our own proposal after we have been able to adduce 
whatever testimony we can get on the entire subject. 

Thank you very much. 

General Harrison. May I make just one clarifying statement with 
respect to our recommendation for the extension of the effective date 
of the act, the mandatory retirement provision? As you know, Mr. 
Chairman,.and members of the committee, the Army National Guard 
and the Army Reserve are presently and have practically completed 
their reorganization as a result of the new concept of type of organi- 
zation desired by the Department of Army. 

For the first time guard and Army Reserve divisions and other 
units are going to field training this coming summer. It is a com- 
pletely new concept. The organization is completely changed. There 
has been a requirement for many changes of branches of officers in the 
arms and the services. The mandatory provisions of the act become 
effective next July,a year from this coming July. 

There has been a feeling among the senior Rentiy commanders that 
they will lose a wealth of experienced offcer corps, come July 1. 

here is a feeling that will have serious effects. I think I under- 
stand the position of Congressman Anderson as expressed by the 
senior officers of the Army Reserve divisions. 

I am not—although we have been mandated by our conference for 
an extension to 65, personally I don’t believe that we should do it until 
65. I do believe, however, the date of July 1 is a poor date, because 
that will be the date when the greatest impact will be felt by both the 


Army Guard and the Army Reserve. That will be the date that we 
will lose a greater number of officers. They come periodically through 
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the other time. That is a period when the guard units and the Reserve 
units, Army, will be in field training, somewhere along there. Per- 
sonally I feel the effective date should be possibly in January, Janu- 
ary 1, so that the planning for field training will not be affected by 
officers that are going out in the middle of the field training period. 

Whether it would be January 1 of 1961 or 1962 makes little differ- 
ence to me personally. But I think the committee should give some 
serious thought to the initial impact and the time that that impact. 
will work its hardship on the Army guard and the Army Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. We will give that our serious consideration. 

Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Puisesrn. I simply want to associate myself concerning the very 
able statement that General Harrison has submitted to us. I am look- 
ing forward to his continued cooperation with us in undertaking to 
write a good solid bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. General, in the reorganization of the guard divi- 

sions along the pentomic line, do the States retain their division num- 
bers? Iam thinking now of the 28th. 
- General Harrison. Yes, the division numbers have been retained. 
There have been some modifications in the regiments and the battalions. 
But a system of redesignation under the new regimental arms systems 
has been completely and entirely satisfactory to the States. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. In Pennsylvania it will be the 28th Division pen- 
tomic type ? 

General: Harrison. Yes, 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What does it mean in the way of manpower? 

General Harrison. The total strength of the division as reorganized 
is less than the previous triangular division. There are a lot of new- 
type organizations in the new division that were not existing in the 
triangular dvision, which requires some training not only of officers 
but of enlisted men in the branch of service. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I have no questions except I want to add to what some 
of the other gentlemen have said on the committee, that I am greatly 
impressed with your statement, General. I think it is a most excellent 
statement. I followed every word of it and appreciate very much the 
time and effort you have put in in preparing that statement. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. General, first, I want to express the same sentiments 
that the chairman expressed, as to the effectiveness of this statement. 
And also will either you or General Strauss be here available when we 
do start marking up the bill ? 

General Harrison. General Strauss will be. I will, if I can get back 
from Boston. General Strauss will be available any time the com- 
mittee desires his presence. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. No leave this time? 

General Harrison. No. He has a new boss. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say, General, since I have been the chairman, 
General Strauss has hung around this committee like Grant around 
Richmond. He has, however, been accepted much more fully. 

General Harrison. I am sure he enjoys the association. 

Mr. Rivers. He has represented you well. 
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Mr. Anperson. If we are to have a later opportunity to talk about 
the details of the bill, I will reserve any questions. 

Mr. Rivers. I think a lot of the inquiries made of the ROA have 
obviated the necessity of interrogating. Your testimony has been 
very helpful. 

I would like to state that we are going to try to complete the next 
two witnesses. Come on up, General Strait. We want to complete 
the next two witnesses and we will take a recess until Wednesday or 
Thursday next week. I do not want to miss Colonel Brackett’s tech- 
nical testimony. 

Have a seat. 

The next witness is Gen. Donald Strait, representing the president 
of the Air Force Association. Is that Gen. Peter Schenk? Is he a 
general, too? 

General Srrarr. No, sir; a colonel in the Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. We will be glad to have your statement. 

General Srrarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
as the representative of the president of the Air Force Association, I 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee during 
its examination and consideration of H.R. 7325, a bill to amend title 
X, United States Code, with respect to Reserve commissioned officers 
of the Armed Forces. 

The Air Force Association, with over 60,000 members, is the largest 
organization of Air Force veterans and reservists in the Nation. 
Since our inception we have always been vitally concerned with the 
affairs of the Reserve forces, as we strongly believe in the requirement 
to maintain a ready and efficient Reserve force. 

It was the desire of Mr. Pete Schenk, the president of the Air 
Force Association, that an individual with both active and Reserve 
experience as a tactical commander appear before this committee 
today in order that you may have an opportunity to hear firsthand 
our views on the major problem areas affecting the administration 
of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act since it became law. As a former 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Manpower, Per- 
sonnel, and Reserve Forces and the present commander of the 108th 
Tactical Fighter Wing of the New Jersey Air National Guard, I will 
endeavor to express the views of the Air Force Association concern- 
ing our interest to refine certain areas within the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954. 

Considerable discussion of the past history of administration of 
the Reserve Officer Personnel Act has been accomplished during past 
meetings of our Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard. I will 
endeavor to express the views of the Air Force Association concern- 
ing our interest to refine certain areas within the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954. 

Considerable discussion of the past history of administration of 
the Reserve Officer Personnel Act has been accomplished during past 
meetings of our Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard Councils. 
In addition, this association was afforded the courtesy of representa- 
tion on the ad hoc committee appointed by the Department of the 
Air Force in the fall of 1956 to review and recommend amendments 
to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. The proposed amendments 
developed by this ad hoe committee. were endorsed by this association 
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and eventually recommended by the Secretary of the Air Force as 
required legislation. 

Unfortunately, the needed amendments of all the services were not 
incorporated into the required legislative package until May 1958, 
and consequently the Department of Defense Reserve Officer Per- 
sonnel Act omnibus amendment bill was not transmitted in sufficient 
time to receive Bureau of the Budget clearance for introduction to 
the 85th Congress. 

The bill which this committee is now reviewing does not contain 
some of the vital proposals which were coordinated and concurred 
in by representatives and agencies selected by the Department of the 
Air Force. Moreover, it does include provisions which this associa- 
tion believes to be extremely detrimental to the unit program. 

The Department of Defense has been over 3 years preparing and 
coordinating its proposed amendments to the Reserve Officer Per- 
sonnel Act. The proposed bill which was sent to the Bureau of the 
Budget early this year for clearance contained many amendments 
which are vital to the efficient administration of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954. Directed revisions of the proposed bill by 
the Bureau of the Budget emasculated many of the necessary and 
desirable features of the departmental bill. This action seems un- 
precedented, as the proposed departmental bill has little or no fiscal 
— in Department of Defense appropriations. 

t is indeed fortunate that H.R. 5083, a bill to amend the Army and 
Air Force titles of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act, was introduced 
on February 26, 1959, by the chairman of this committee. This bill 
contains all of the amendments which are considered necessary by 
this association (other than those pertaining to the Navy and Marine 
Corps) and for all practical considerations is the bill approved by the 
Reserve Forces Policy Board in the spring of 1958. 

H.R. 5083 will correct the many deficiencies and inadequacies ex- 
perienced in the operation of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act and 
provide for more efficient and realistic administration of the provisions 
of the act. 

Specifically, this association wishes to express its interest in the 
following critical areas, all of which are contained within H.R. 5083 
and were part of the Department of Defense bill prior to Bureau of 
the Budget review : 

(a) Provide for the retention of officers of the Air Force Reserve 
and Air National Guard through the grade of captain or until they 
complete 14 years of commissioned service if they would otherwise be 
promoted out of their units by operation of the mandatory promotion 
system. 

(6) Remove the so-called pusher clause, the clause which requires 
the premature consideration of many officers for promotion prior to the 
time they would normally be so considered, or are fully eligible. 

(c) Permit promotion to unit vacancies notwithstanding the num- 
ber of nonunit officers by grade in an active status. 

(d) Provide for the retention of Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve technicians until age 60 unless removed for physical 
disability, failure of promotion to the Reserve grade of first lieu- 
tenant or being twice passed over for promotion to the Reserve grade 
of captain, major, or lieutenant colonel. 
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(e) Provide for the retention of officers of the Army and Air Force 
who were on active duty at the date of enactment of the original 
statute and who can complete 20 years of active Federal service prior 
to attaining age 60 may be retained on active duty for that purpose 
at the discretion of the service Secretary. 

(f) Provide for the retention of doctors, dentists, veterinarians, 
and chaplains through the grade of major or until they complete 21 
years of commissioned service if they would otherwise be promoted 
out of their units by operation of the mandatory promotion system. 

In regard to the above areas, this association believes it imperative 
to the continued operational effectiveness of the tactical unit program 
of the Reserve Forces of the Air Force to retain officers promoted 
through the grade of captain or until they complete 14 years of 
commissioned service. 

In an average tactical jet squadron within our Reserve Forces 
there are 18 lieutenant and 9 captain cockpit positions. Lieutenants 
must be promoted to captain after 7 years’ service, consequently there 
will be an automatic loss of trained and experienced lieutenant pilots 
each promotion cycle if there are no captain vacancies. 

In addition, many trained pilots leaving the active service are 
being denied an opportunity to participate in a Ready Reserve tacti- 
cal squadron if they are in the rank of captain in view of no position 

racancies. Pilots trained through association with the AFROTC 
program are required to remain on active duty for 5 years, which 
means that any of this group joining an Air National Guard or Air 
Force Reserve flying unit will be promoted out of the program 2 years 
later. This association believes this type of administration of a very 
expensive and valuable resource to be extremely wasteful and not in 
the best interest of good personnel management. 

Reference b, above, the Air Force has been forced to consider for 
promotion many thousands of officers at an earlier point in their 
careers than was originally contemplated. The combination of this 
technicality, which is known as the pusher clause, and the inability 
to make unit promotions has resulted in the promotion of officers in 
lower priority program elements ahead of those in the Ready Reserve. 
In addition to throwing our Reserve structure out of line, it has also 
caused the loss of a number of highly qualified officers in our ready 
units, ; 

With respect to clause (4) (b) and (c) section 3212, H.R. 7325, as 
pertains to the authorization to promote officers to unit vacancies 
without regard to strength limitations, this association does not sup- 
port the restriction to this amendment to a 2-year period after the 
enactment of the act. The 2-year limitation does nothing but evade 
the issue as the present freeze in promotion to the grades of major 
and lieutenant colonel was brought about by the number of manda- 
tory promotions generated since enactment of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954. 

The present limitation on unit vacancy promotions restricts the 
essential development of these young officers and we can expect to lose 
much of this valuable resource in the future due to a lack of incentive 
and motivation. The responsibility of these young officers, many of 
whom are commanders, is increasing daily as we train in more com- 
plex aircraft and equipment. It is Soseniing increasingly more diffi- 
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cult to hold and retain these young officers as they are becoming frus- 
trated, disgusted, and losing interest as they see reservists receiving 
mandatory promotions in nonunit programs wherein they are not 
required to assume the responsibilities of the magnitude of the Ready 
Reserve commander or combat air crewman. 

The inclusion of provisions to retain air technicians to age 60 is 
considered imperative by this association. Any successful activity, 
be in military operations or business enterprise, needs a hard core of 
top management dedicated on a full-time basis to conducting the 
day-to-day essential duties and insuring continuity of the program. 
The Active Establishment has this capability through the Regular offi- 
cer group. The Federal Government has the capability through the 
civil service program. Industry assures retirement to its key people 
through retirement programs of their own plus social security. 

The recently employed air technician presently has no such security 
or retainability features. If he is mandatorily promoted out of his 
authorized grade vacancy and reverts to the Air Force Reserve, he 
must be discharged from his employment. If he completes 28 years 
service and is not a colonel, he is taken off active status and again he 
must be discharged from his employment. 

Under this procedure, an air technician employed when he is a 
24-year-old lieutenant, is faced with the periodical probability of 
mandatory discharge at age 31, 38, 45, and 52, and no possibility of 
supplemental retirement income until age 60. 

It is readily apparent that if this amendment is not included it will 
be extremely dificult to employ personnel in these officer air tech- 
nician positions so vital to the program. 

I have purposedly expanded on only four of the provisions con- 
tained in (a) through (f) above, as this association supports the con- 
cern of many reservists who face elimination or loss of employment 
unless immediate administrative relief is provided by amendments 
to the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. Provisions to correct 
these inequities are contained within H.R. 5083, and this association 
considers that this bill modified to include such Navy and Coast Guard 
and Marine provisions as are desirable will provide the vital features 
considered necessary by the services and the Reserve organizations 
appearing before this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to take this opportunity to express 
the appreciation of this association for the privilege to present our 
views as it is our firm belief that immediate legislative refinements 
are necessary to the efficient administration of the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954 if we are to continue the revitalization and 
development of a Reserve Force capable of meeting the readiness 
demands of the future. 

Mr. Rivers. General Strait, yours is a very good statement, also, and 
the specific recommendations which you have made will be very help- 
ful. They demonstrate a knowledge of the subject and of the legis- 
lation contained in the two bills. 

I know, like the distinguished representative of the National Guard, 
you are not satisfied with what the budget permitted the Department to 
send over. 

General Srrarr. That is correct. 
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Mr. Puiiern. I also wish to commend the general on his very 
vigorous and able statement. It is very well done. 

Mr. Morris. I join in such commendation and have no questions 
to ask at this time. 

General Srrarr. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say Colonel Wilson has been very attentive 
and has kept in touch with all of us. We have known him a long 
time, and we have a high regard for him. 

General Srrarr. I might state that we are very pleased to have him 
in this important position in our Air Force office in Washington. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t know what you are paying him, but it is not 
too much. 

The next witness will be Mr. Creeger. 

We will complete our testimony with Mr. M. J. Creeger, executive 
secretary of the General Commission on Chaplains and Armed Forces 
Personnel. 

Mr. Creeger, we will be pleased to hear from you. 

Mr. Creecer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My 
name is Marion J. Creeger, as you have announced, I am the execu- 
tive secretary of the General Commission on Chaplains and Armed 
Forces Personnel; also chairman of an unofficial Association of En- 
dorsing Agency Executives. The general commission is the liaison 
agency for 34 of the major Protestant denominations with the armed 
services with respect to chaplaincy affairs. The Association of En- 
dorsing Agency Executives is an informal professional group made 
up of the paid executives of all the endorsing agencies for Protestant, 
Catholic, and Jewish religious groups. Its functions are informal 
conference and exchange of information and experience. Today, 1 
am giving testimony in both of my capacities. I am addressmg my 
testimony specifically to the effects of the Reserve Officer Personne! 
Act of 1954 upon the Reserve chaplains on active duty in the Army. 

I should like to begin my statement, Mr. Chairman, by expressing, 
both for the agencies for whom I have the honor to speak, and for 
myself personally, genuine appreciation for the courtesy and the privi- 
lege of appearing before this committee. 

Next, I should like to request that the signed petition which I 
forwarded to the chairman of this committee—I mean, the full com- 
mittee—together with a letter of transmittal dated February 4, 1959, 
be made a part of the record of this hearing. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection that will be done. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


PETITION TO THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, UNITED States House or 
REPRESENTATIVES 


Re the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954. 


The undersigned respectfully call to your attention the following facts: 

1. The Military Establishment turns to the religious bodies of America to 
provide them with qualified, ecclesiastically endorsed clergymen to serve as 
chaplains in the Armed Forces. Until now, these religious bodies have been 
providing chaplains to all three services in accordance with their needs. 

2. The Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, when fully implemented on 
July 1, 1960, as applied to the Army, will seriously impair, if not completely 
cripple the ability of the denominational endorsing agencies to provides chaplains 
for the Army in the future. The difficulty, as the religious bodies see it, is as 
follows: 
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(a) The average age for the appointment of infantry officers in the Army 
is 23. Since most officers retire at the rank of lieutenant colonel, it is possible 
for the average infantry officer to complete 30 years of service at age 53, as 
provided by the Reserve Officer Personnel Act now applicable to the Army. 
The desire of Army to have young officers is appreciated, and no doubt is 
for the best interest of the service. 

(b) However, in the case of clergymen, the average age at entrance into 
the chaplaincy is 30, as determined by a study made by the Office of 
the Chief of Chaplains of the Army. This is due to the following 
factors: 

(1) He graduates from college at age 22. 

(2) His seminary studies last from a minimum of 3 years to a require- 
ment of 6 years in some major denominations. 

(3) Some denominations require that a graduate clergyman must 
serve a church for 1 or 2 years before he can receive ordination. Some 
require a year of successful assistant pastorship after the second year in 
the seminary before the student is permitted to enter the third year. 

(4) Some denominations require an ordained clergyman to serve a 
minimum of 3 years in a civilian parish before they will grant him 
ecclesiastical endorsement to serve in the chaplaincy. 

(c) All of the practices outlined in (b), above, insure a mature, profes- 
sionally well-qualified clergyman, prepared to deal with the complex prob- 
lems of the chaplaincy. It is such a mature, well-trained clergyman which 
the military requires and which the religious bodies have thus far been able 
to provide the military. The record that these chaplains have written in the 
service has been applauded by an appreciative America. The men whom 
chaplains serve have an average age of 24 years. Certainly, the average age 
entrance of 30 for a chaplain is essential to conduct a successful ministry to 
these men. 

(d) In the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, as it now applies to 
Army chaplains, we find the following serious disadvantages : 

(1) If a clergyman comes on duty as a chaplain during his 30th year, 
then at most, he can complete only 23 years of duty, as compared with 
30 years of possible duty for other officers. 

(2) If clergyman wishes to spend additional time in professional 
advancement by studying for a master’s or doctor’s degree, he may well 
attain the maximum entrance age of 34, and not be able to complete even 
20 years of service. 

(3) A number of clergymen find that commitments to their congrega- 
tions make it impossible for them to enter the chaplaincy, after meeting 
the minimum denominational requirements for endorsement. As a 
result of this additional delay, their chances of completing the required 
20 years of service are further jeopardized. 

3. It must be recalled that, unlike any other group of citizens, clergymen are 
exempt from the draft. Their entrance into the military as chaplains is in 
response to a call. They wish to answer that call. However, if they must face 
the prospect of being separated from the service at age 53 with a maximum 
benefit of only 53 percent retirement, or, in many cases, with no retirement at 
all, there will be a justifiable reluctance on their part to volunteer. They know 
that relatively few pulpits will call them at age 53, provide them with a living 
salary, or take care of their retirement. 

4. The facts outlined above make it clear that denominational agencies will 
find procurement of chaplains for the Army increasingly difficult, if not 
impossible. 

5. The discussion of the Army chaplaincy, as presented in this petition, is 
equally applicable to Army Reserve chaplains not on active duty, and to Na- 
tional Guard chaplains. 

With due respect, we most urgently request that the Congress of the United 
States take appropriate action to exempt Army chaplains from the current age 
provision of the Reserve Officer Procurement Act of 1954, in order to place them 
in the same status as the provisions of the Act give to chaplains in the Air 
Force and the Navy. 





2158 





This petition is signed by the following ecclesiastical endorsing agencies : 
Agency: The General Commission on Chaplains and Armed Forces Personnel, 
representing 34 Protestant denominations; total constituency, 34,390,988. 
3y: M. J. CREEGER, 
Executive Secretary. 
Agency: Chaplains Commission, Southern Baptist Convention, representing 
Southern Baptist Convention ; total constituency, 9 million. 


By: GEORGE W. Cummine, 
Associate Director. 
Agency: Commission on Jewish Chaplaincy, National Jewish Welfare Board, 
representing the Jewish faith in the United States; total constituency, 5,500,000. 
By: ARYEH LEV, 
Director. 
Agency: Bureau of Service to Military Personnel, National Lutheran Council, 
representing nine Lutheran bodies ; total constituency, 5,230,804. 


By: H. Ep¢ar KNIEes, 
Assistant Executive Director. 
Agency: Armed Services Commission, the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod, 
representing the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod; total constituency, 2,500,000. 
By : KenNeETH L. AHL, 
Executive Secretary. 
Agency: Church of Christ, Scientist, representing Church of Christ, Scientist. 
Total, 56,621,792. 
By: Ricuarp H. CHASE, 
Manager, Christian Science Activities for the Armed Services. 
To confirm that the General Commission on Chaplains and Armed Forces Per- 
sonnel represents the position of the Department of Chaplains and Service Per- 
sonnel and the United Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. : 


Chaplain Jonn K. Borneman, US Army (Retd.), 
Executive Secretary, Chaplains and Military Personnel Department, 
Presbyterian Church in the United States. 
JAMES J. ALEXANDER, 
Assistant Secretary, Division of Home Missions. 

Mr. Creecer. In this petition there are set forth certain considera 
tions, unanimously agreed upon by some 40 Protestant and Jewish 
religious agencies representing a constituency of approximately 56,- 
621,7 792, 1 might add that these considerations, when discussed in a 
meeting of the Association of Endorsing Executives, had the general 
approv ‘al also of the representative of the Military Ordinariate, the 
Roman Catholic agency. It is my understanding that the Catholic 
agency has made known its position on the matter under discussion 
by a separate communication with this committee. These considera- 
tions have compelled these agencies to ask the help of this committee 
in securing such appropriate ‘changes i in the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act of 1954 as may be necessary to exempt the Army chaplains from 
the current provision for a “basic age” of 25 for all officers in the 
Army. If such a change can be effected, the result will be to put the 
Army chaplains on the same professional footing, for promotion and 
retirement purposes, as now prevails for the chaplains in the Navy 
and in the Air Force. There is no “basic age” provision in the act for 
the Navy and the Air Force, we understand. 

This age factor of 25, coupled with the provisions in the act for the 
retirement of lieutenant colonels at age 53 and of colonels at age 55, 
when implemented on July 1, 1960, will eliminate some 139, or 23 
percent of the active duty Army Reserve chaplains in 1960 alone. 

Furthermore, a similar loss will continue year after year until 1967. 
Fifty-eight of these chaplains who will be involuntarily retired in 
1960 will receive earned retirement benefits at age 60; 81 of them, 
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however, will be retired with no benefits at all. The reason for this 
highly adverse effect of the age factor for chaplains, as set forth in 
our petition, is that the average age of commissioning for chaplains is 
30 years, as compared with about 22 for line officers. 

This obviously will be a serious matter to the men involved, many 
of whom elected to remain in the chaplaincy rather than return to 
civilian parishes at the close of World War II, when they could have 
readily ; am so. To force these men now to return to civilian profes- 
sional life at 53 or 55 is virtually to condemn them to begin their pro- 
fessional careers all over again, and at very near the bottom. 
Moreover, it will be too late for them to build up retirement benefits 
under the provisions of the civilian church agencies. 

There is one other important possible consequence of this untoward 
effect of the act on the Army chaplains that I would like to stress. 
It is the highly unfavorable impact it will have upon both the young 
men who will be sought to replace those released, and upon the ecclesi- 
astical officials who will be asked to provide the young men that will 
be requested out of their already sadly inadequate supply of profes- 
sionally trained leaders. Recruiting properly qualified clergymen 
for the Army chaplaincy will become, under these circumstances, ex- 
tremely difficult, if not impossible. This difficulty is, of course, fur- 
ther intensified by the fact that it follows so closely upon the reduc- 
tion in force which was effected among the chaplains in the Army in 
1956 when 62 were released from active duty. 

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons set forth in our original petition, 
and those I have stated here, I hope, on behalf of all the religious 
agencies concerned, that, not special privilege for a particular group, 
but simple justice may be made possible for these men. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

The Army chaplains are mainly the ones that are discriminated 
against. 

Mr. Creecer. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin has acquainted us with this deficiency that 
you have brought to our attention. 

We have been looking forward to hearing you testify. 

T have no questions. 

I think your statement is complete, concise, and your petition, which 
will be a part of your testimony, will be included in the record. 

I want tothank you very much for coming. 

Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Puteri. I do not have any questions, but I do want to state 
that I do thank these gentlemen for a very impressive and able 
statement. 

I think the committee well understands the issue here that would, in 
effect, put the chaplains of the Army in the same position as the chap- 
lains in the Navy and Air Force. 

I think you have made a very strong case for the chaplains. 

I want to thank you for your fine statement. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. No questions, but I want to join also in the commenda- 
tion and say further that you have pointed up an extremely important 
matter here, and it seems to me that unless we do take care of this 
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situation, grave injustices are being done and will be done to these 
—— 
r. Rivers. Thank you very much. 

I am going to ask the committee to meet again next on Thursday. 
That will certainly get me back here in time, when we will go into 
the technical provisions by Colonel Brackett and Mr. Minor and their 
associates, ne will be reading the bill, virtually, so we will be killing 
two birds with onestone. It will push me to get back. 

We will not meet before Wednesday. 

Mr. Slatinshek will keep you all advised as to the date of meeting. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
ScuscomMirrer No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June 10, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. We will continue 
consideration of H.R. 7325. Our first witness this morning will be 
Rear Adm. Richard M. Ross of the Coast Guard, who is in charge of 
Reserve affairs, and Chief of Personnel of the Coast Guard. Admiral 
Ross, we will please hear from you at this time. 

Admiral Ross. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, as was stated, | am Rear Adm. Richard M. Ross, Chief, 
Office of Personnel, and flag officer in charge of Reserve affairs at 
Coast Guard Headquarters. 

The Coast Guard participated in the drafting of ROPA of 1954 
and it is regarded as legislation that is vital to the maintenance of a 
competent and Ready Reserve officer component so necessary to the 
Armed Forces of the United States. 

During the early part of 1959, the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget submitted to the Secretary of the Treasury a draft bill known 
as DOD 86-69. In the proposed DOD 86-69, there was an amend- 
ment to section 773 of title 14, United States Code, which removed 
the current prohibition of granting constructive service credit to per- 
sons being reappointed who already hold an appointment as a com- 
missioned officer of the armed services. 

This change was approved by the Coast Guard and it was stated in 
the same comment that no objection was interposed to other amend- 
ments offered by other branches of the Armed Forces or to subtitle A 
of general military law, the amendments in that subtitle being techni- 
cal in nature. The amendment concerning the Coast Guard Reserve 
as proposed by DOD 86-69 appeared in H.R. 5083 and subsequently 
in H.R. 7325. 

As you are aware, the Coast Guard promotes its Reserve officers 
under the running mate system. This system was originally promul- 
gated in the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. While the Coast Guard 
used the running mate system prior to the enactment of ROPA, title 
VI of the act formalized and perpetuated by law this system of pro- 
motion for Coast Guard Reserve officers. 
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The subcommittee will recall after ROPA was enacted there were 
some questions raised as to certain features which might be in need 
of amendment, although the basic concepts as stated therein were not 
in question. In 1957, as an aftermath of early promotions made dur- 
ing World War II, the Coast Guard became aware of certain limita- 
tions within the framework of ROPA. To continue the orderly flow 
of promotions as contemplated within the law, it appeared that some 
new amendments would eventually become necessary and desirable. 

Toward this end, and after correspondence and conferences with 
the various service Secretaries, the Reserve Forces Policy Board, and 
I believe this subcommittee, the Commandant appointed an ad hoc 
committee. Its purpose was to examine and make recommendations 
concerning Coast Guard Reserve officer promotion policies. 

The absence of any attrition features in ROPA concerning Coast 
Guard Reserve officers was seen as a contributing factor in this situa- 
tion. The ad hoe committee is composed of the flag officer in charge 
of Reserve affairs, one other Regular officer, and three Reserve offi- 
cers, one of whom is on extended active duty. This committee has 
been meeting at fairly regular intervals over the past 2 years, the 
meetings being limited somewhat by the availability of all the officer 
members who have very responsible civilian positions with the Gov- 
ernment. 

The Regular officer membership of the committee has undergone, 
due to transfer, some changes. Sedona the Reserve membership 
has remained the same with no loss of continuity. In connection with 
the promotion problems that were placed specifically before this 
committee, other matters bearing directly upon the problems of the 
Coast Guard Reserve were discussed, with the result that the scope 
of the matters under study were considerably broadened in the 
process. 

While the committee has not yet completed its study, I am confident 
that it will be concluded in the near future. The committee report 
when completed will make recommendations with reference to Coast 
Guard Reserve officers in three separate sections. The first will be 
recommendations that can be put into effect. administratively; the 
second will be those recommendations that can be placed into effect 
by current law and regulations; the third and last will be those recom- 
mendations which will require new legislation or amendments to 
current laws. 

As a result of the uncompleted study of the ad hoc committee and, 
consequently, lacking either the approval of the Commandant, Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, or the Bureau of the Budget, I am unable to 
recommend at this time any further changes to the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act as it concerns the Coast Guard. 

The position of the Coast Guard with reference to H.R. 7325 is 
therefore unchanged. 

I would like to take this opportunity to provide the subcommittee 
with some background material concerning the Coast Guard Reserve 
for the period subsequent to the enactment of ROPA. The Coast 
Guard currently has 3,525 commissioned Reserve officers in an active 
status, of which 3,415 are in the Ready Reserve and 110 are in the 
Standby. Of the Coast Guard Reserve officers in an active status, 
620 or 17 percent are on extended active duty. 
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We have 190 Organized Reserve units which are manned by 1,400 
Reserve officers. There are now on extended active duty a number of 
experienced Reserve officers called and retained in accordance with 
the Armed Forces Reserve Act for the express purpose of administer- 
ing Reserve matters. 

These officers are designated RPA’s—similar to TARS of the Navy. 
The Coast Guard has, insofar as possible and in accordance with law, 
been most particular in the composition of boards for the considera- 
tion of individual reservists and Reserve matters. For example, all 
inactive duty reservists are promoted by boards of inactive duty 
officers who are called to active duty specifically for the purpose of 
serving on such boards. 

Active duty reservists are considered by boards in which a majority 
of the members are Reserve officers. The various Reserve Policy 
Boards convened at district level contain a majority of Reserve of- 
ficers on active and inactive duty. The annual Coast Guard Reserve 
Policy Board which convenes in Washington each year is composed 
substantially of reservists on active or inactive duty. 

This has created an esprit de corps and a feeling of belonging 
among Coast Guard Reserve officers for which the Armed Forces 
Subcommittee by its sponsorship of AFRA and ROPA must be given 
due credit. The gains which have been made toward practical and 
realistic equality between Reserve and Regular officers are due in no 
small measure to the Armed Forces Subcommittee’s sponsorship of 
legislation which has brought about this result. 

This concludes my statement and I will be happy to answer any 
questions that the subcommittee desires to ask. 

Mr. Rivers. Admiral Ross, what you have told us is that the Coast 
Guard made no recommendations. 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Rivers. The budget has given you a few crumbs and that you 
are glad to get them and that is all you can do. 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is about all, then ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. They have put this little thing in here and neither the 
Commandant nor the Board have been able—how are we going to legis- 
late for you if we can’t get somebody to give usa hand? Haven’t we 
got somebody in the Reserve who has some ideas? Are either of these 
Reserve officers ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes. sir, both. You mean these two gentlemen? 
Yes, sir; both are Reserve officers. 

Mr. Rivers. What about the Reserve Association of the Coast 
Guard? Don’t they have some ideas on the kind of changes that they 
want without getting court-martialed ? 

Admiral Ross. I don’t know whether you are asking me this or 
these gentlemen. But they belong—lI believe most of our officers be- 
long to the regular ROA. 

Mr. Rivers. Has the ROA got any amendments that would be help- 
ful to those of the Coast Guard Reserve ? 

Admiral Ross. I have understood that they made some suggestions 
to this committee. They never have made any tome. 

Mr. Rivers. But the official position of you is that the ad hoc board 
has never submitted its report ? 
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Admiral Ross, That is correct, sir. 
Mr. Rivers, When it submits it, it has got to go the rounds of 
everything else? 

Admiral Ross. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Through the Treasury ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Even the Defense Department such 

Admiral Ross. For clearance. 

Mr. Rivers. And also through the budget, so when it came back you 
might not even recognize it, as a matter of fact. You don’t even have 
a.rough draft of the way the board is thinking? 

Admiral Ross. No, sir. We have studied the matters that we have 
talked about. 

Mr. Rivers. If you were a Reserve officer, would you have ideas 
bout what would be good for the cause ? 

Admiral Ross. I am sorry, I missed your question. 

Mr. Rivers. Can you think of diything that might be good to tack 
on to this bill to assist the Coast Guard? Do you think that thing will 
be forthcoming ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir; I think it will be very soon, I would say 
within a month. The committee within this month, the ad hoc com- 
mittee, should present it to our commandant. 

Mr. Rivers. Then if we could get a copy of that report—we certainly 
don’t want to go off half cocked. We want to know what is the fruit 
of the labor of this group because I have no question that that group 
is desirous of doing something to bring the Coast Guard up to what- 
ever station will be best for the remainder of the Reserves. I think 
we will have this through the House before the month is passed and 
then maybe it can be given to the Senate and we can work it out in 
conference. But we would like to know what the thinking of the com- 
mittee is. We have a very distinguished Coast Guard reservist on this 
committee. I am going to ask Mr. Chamberlain now to see if he can 
give the committee some light and ask him to interrogate you gentlemen 
and maybe he can shed some light on it. 

Mr. Chamberlain. 

Mr. Cuampervatn, Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

Admiral, after hearing your statement here, it doesn’t appear to me 
that there is anything that the Coast Guard is asking at the present 
time. That is my understanding. Is that right? 

Admiral Ross. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. You say you anticipate you will have this report 
in the near future. You have stated further that that would probably 
be within the next month, possibly sooner ? 

Admiral Ross. The ad hoc committee will have finished and sub- 
mitted to our Commandant. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. How long do you anticipate it will take to have 
this cleared through the necessary channels after it is received by the 
Commandant ? 

Admiral Ross. I would like to ask our legislative people, if I may, 
on that. 

Mr. Rivers. You are supported by Commander Wacker ? 

Admiral Ross. This is Commander Wacker and Lieutenant Com- 
mander Garner. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain suggested that we instruct our coun- 
sel to write a letter to the Commandant of the Coast Guard and ask 
him to get those up here as soon as he can do it. 

Mr. Cuamper.arn. And also the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Treasury Department and the Department of Defense. They would 
know then that we would like to haye this as soon as possible, rather 
than have it be channeled around and perhaps then take several 
months before it might be finally pale 3 Do you feel it would be 
helpful if the committee expressed such an interest in this legislation ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes,sir, It would be helpful. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, tell them we would like to have an 
expression as early as possible. 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And also write the Bureau of the Budget and enclose a 
copy of the letter, and we would like to ask their assistance and whom- 
ever else can help. Will the Defense Department be able to help us? 

Admiral Ross. I believe the Bureau of the Budget will possibly 
contact the Defense Department on this. That is my understanding. 
Am I correct ? 

Mr. SLaTINsHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, will you do that ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions? 

Mr. Cuamper.arn. Mr. Chairman, if I may I would just like to ask 
this further with respect to ROA. It is my understanding the Reserve 
Officers Association is aware of the efforts of this committee—what we 
are doing. Do you know of the ROA taking any position that is not 
in accordance with your study at the present time? 

Admiral Ross. No, I don’t, Mr. Chamberlain. 

Mr. Cuamperiatn. To your knowledge they are not advocating 
any legislation until you have completed your study ? 

Admiral Ross. I have not studied the statements that they have 
made, but there is none that I know of, in general. 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Anpverson. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in this ad hoc com- 
mittee that still after 2 years doesn’t have anything for us. I would 
like to inquire who is the Reserve officer on active duty. Is he on 
active duty primarily in connection with this Board ? 

Admiral Ross. No, he is on active duty in the Reserve Division in 
Coast Guard Headquarters. This would be an additional duty. 

Mr. Anperson. But he is stationed in the Pentagon ¢ 

Admiral Ross. No, sir, over in our headquarters, 1300 Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

Mr. Anperson. Would you give us his name for the record ? 

Admiral Ross. Commander Wacker. 

Commander Wacker. I am the Active Reserve member of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Anperson. Might it not be appropriate, Mr. Chairman, then, to 
find out if the commander knows of any recommendations that have 
come to the attention of his Board that we should consider, because 
I don’t think you are ever going to get the formal findings of that 
committee through channels and back to this committee by the time 
we will have acted on this bill. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, will you get that letter out today ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If we don’t get some action, we may make a reference 
to it on the floor. I hope that reference will be complimentary. We 
will see what the answer it. 

Colonel Boyer, isn’t that you sitting back there? Do you know of 
anything that the Coast Guard wants in this bill? 

Colonel Boyer. I think the recommendations that we made—and 
you might ask if it meets with their approval—the recommendations 
we made meet the approval of the Coast Guard Reserve that we are 
acquainted with and who suggested that these be put in the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, you got that from your contact with the Coast 
Guard ROA? 

Colonel Boyer. The Coast Guard have a chapter of ROA here in 
Washington, and they are members of ROA chapters all over the 
country. They are very anxious that some of these changes that we 
recommended A put in the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. That has leaked out to you, and you have got it in your 
recommendation / 

Colonel Boyrr. Yes, sir, they are in our recommendations. 

Mr. Rivers. Commander Wacker, did you hear that ? 

Commander Wacker. Yes, sir; 1 heard that. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that factual ¢ 

Commander Wacker. Sir, I would rather have the Admiral answer 
for me, if I may. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think we have anything further. 

Doany of you gentlemen ¢ 

Mr. Wamp ter. I have one question which may not be able to be 
answered here. Out of the 620 Reserve officers you have on active duty, 
how many of those are contracts ? 

Admiral Ross. I can answer that—not specifically, but not very 
many, unfortunately. But we are already assuming that the law that 
will pass that we were talking about some months ago, we are taking 
steps to conform to the spirit. 

1 would say not many. The obligated people, the 3-year people, do 
not have a contract, and probably half of the remainder would have. 

The 3-year people do not have contracts. The ones that stay beyond 
3 years, we do give a contract to. In other words, they don’t quite all 
have them now, but we are starting that. 

Mr. Wampter. After 3 years? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wampter. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all 

Mr. WaAmpteEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, have you any questions / 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Just one question. 

Admiral, in your statement on page 2 you mention that the absence 
of any attrition features in ROPA concerning Coast Guard Reserve 
officers has seriously handicapped your program. Could you tell the 
committee whether or not, for instance, the attrition feature resulting 
from promotion, twice passed over officers, et cetera, doesn’t apply 
to Coast Guard officers ? 
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In other words, I am surprised, frankly, that you have no attrition 
features in ROPA. I was under the impression that they did apply 
to you equally. 

Admiral Ross. No. The Coast Guard does not. We are not, quite 
certain why we were not. I guess we had no problem at the time: We 
have the twice passed over. ' 

Mr. SiatiInsHeK. That wasn’t an attrition feature, of course. I 
couldn’t understand that statement. 

Admiral Ross. I was referring to the general one. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Age? ) 

Commander Garner. Actually, we don’t have an age in the sense 
that some of the others do. But we don’t have any age or time, For 
instance, the Air Force has an attrition feature, I believe, that.calls for 
20 years’ satisfactory Federal service and 30 years’ total service.. We 
have. no feature like that. It wasn’t put in the bill when it was en- 
acted. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Let’s put it this way. You do have the same attri- 
tion features present that apply to the Navy; is that correct? 

Commander Garner. No. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Which do you now have? 

Commander Garner. The Navy has a title. I can’t remember the 
title. Anyhow it provides that whenever there is an excessive num- 
ber of officers, or in order to maintain an orderly flow of promotion, 
that certain officers having certain service can be attritted. We don’t 
have a provision like that. We never had. 

Commander Wacker. What we are faced with, Mr. Slatinshek, is 
that we have reached the World War II limits and we are faced: with 
blockage right now, unless we can induce some other form of attrition. 
That. has been one of the paramount concerns of the committee. 

We have our preliminary studies. They are not yet formalized, nor 
has the entire committee discussed them and met general agreement 
among ourselves. But we know that in certain grades we have 
blockage, or we can anticipate blockage. The committee has been 
working on a 5-year forecast and we can see in the next 2 years 
blockage. 

You can eliminate the blockage by increasing your percentages, but 
that is a temporary expedient. As Mr. Garner said, the legislation 
that would enable the Secretary, when he has excess numbers, to induce 
this flow of promotion which is what we are talking about, and which 
we must have to keep the running mate system going, then we will 
probably need some other form of attrition other than the two pass- 
overs. 

We don’t have selection as such in the Coast Guard. Our Reserve 
ofticers and our Regular officers must qualify, and then they are sub- 
ject to a final selection by a board. But the selection is not that a 
hundred eligibles go before the board. If the hundred officers in the 
Coast Guard are eligible for promotion, have met qualifications, the 
entire group goes and the board must find merely qualified. There is 
no selection feature as such. 

As a result, the only people that are passed over twice are those 
that are really passed over twice for cause. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. In other words, your selection zones are not for 
the best qualified. You simply select the qualified. 
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Commander Wacker. That is right. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Similar to the Army and Air Force, and conse- 
quently you don’t have a reasonable attrition within your regular 
ranks. 

Commander Wacker. ‘That is correct. 

Admiral Ross. The Reserve follows the Regular on that. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. I understand. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate your 
coming up here and appreciate very much your giving us your views. 
We will get this letter off today. 

I want to say this for the record, that the Coast Guard is just too 
modest. There is no branch of the service that does more, and gets 
less credit, than the Coast Guard. Everybody and his brother who 
gets out over ankle depth in the water hollers for the Coast Guard, 
and you have got the ship safety and you have got all these other 
things and Lord knows what you have got to do, and buoys and 
weather and everything on earth, and I want to tell you, you see a 
cloud coming up, deeuyhindy calls the Coast Guard: “Is it safe to stay 
on the beach overnight?” The country has a great admiration for 
you. Iam on the Merchant Marine Committee too, and we want to 
help. 

Admiral Ross. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. I think everybody wants to help you. But we want 
you to be a little bit more forthright, because if jou don’t, they may 
assimilate you. You don’t want to be assimilated. 

Admiral Ross. No, sir. May I say one thing? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Admiral Ross. The Coast Guard is very proud to have one of its 
Reserve officers as a member of your distinguished committee, Mr. 
Chamberlain. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir; we know that, and he reminds us all the time. 

Now we have got an old marine here this morning—old in service 
and young In age. 

Colonel Hanson. I am just a lieutenant colonel, Mr. Rivers, but it 
takes a long time for us to get much further. 

Mr. Rivers. In the Confederate Army we always jumped over that 
hurdle. 

You can testify any way you want to—Col. Arthur Hanson, Judge 
Advocate of the Marine Corps Reserve. I don’t think that your testi- 
mony will be proscribed. I believe you will be able to speak from an 
abundance of your knowledge and experience. 

Colonel Hanson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mrs. St. George, dis- 
tinguished members of the committee, my name is Arthur Hanson and 
I am a practicing attorney here in Washington, and I am here before 
you today as Judge Advocate General of the Marine Corps Reserve 
Officers Association. J am a lieutenant colonel in the Marine Corps 
Reserve and I have had some 18 years of service in that particular 
category. 

I am here principally today to discuss several items that have ap- 
peared in proposed amendments and to let the committee know that 
MCROA, as our association is called, supports the stand taken by 
ROA, which appears on pages 6 and 7 of the statement submitted by 
ROA relative to the position of maintaining the authorized strength 
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of the Marine Corps Reserve at 29,500. And also as to its position 
relative to authorizing 10 general officers in the Marine Corps Reserve 
us opposed to the 5 now appearing. There were several items | 
thought I might be able to assist the committee a little bit on and clear 
up a couple of points that apparently became a little confused, 

First, the Bureau of the Budget had nothing to do so far as 1 know 
with reducing this authorized number strength from 29,500 to 24,500. 
The committee bill, I believe, shows 24,000, but I believe 24,500 is the 
figure that was sent in from the Department of Defense. ‘That re- 
duction actually emanated from Marine Corps Headquarters, and | 
think the committee should know this. It came about in a rather 
peculiar way. 

We had, as members of MCROA, in conjunction with members of 
ROA, advocated that the language of ROPA be changed to author- 
ized strength in this field, and we made no indication of any reduc- 
tion in the number of 29,500, because we know from the mission of 
the Reserve that, come a war where the Reserve is to be called, you are 
going to need more than the 29,500 presently authorized in ROPA. 

So we felt no charm im this figure at all. We felt that it was a 
figure that had been picked out at the time ROPA was passed on 
the best information then available. 

= aw the numbers game becomes of great concern to the 
Regular Establishment. The G-1 section at Headquarters, Marine 
Corps, raised a great issue over the fact that 29,500 was too large a 
number of people and that we should be, under this bill, brought 
down to 24,500. 

We took the position that they were mistaken, but the only way we 
could get any recommendation out of them was to agree to a com- 
promise as to a division between the Reserve and the G-1 section. 
That is where this figure of 24,500 came from, and I think this com- 
mittee ought to know it. 

I brought some figures up here that I think would be of some in- 
terest to you. At the end of fiscal year 1955 they released from 
active duty 3,067 Reserve officers; in 1956, 2,644; in 1957, 1,695; in 
1958, 1,968. 

They estimate at the end of fiscal 1959, 1,607 to be released. At 
the end of fiscal 1960, 1,255, and all of these figures are now estimates. 

Fiscal 1961, 1,024; fiscal 1962, 952; and fiscal 1963, 1,237. 

The total Reserve officers in active status at the end of fiscal year 
1955 were 19,359. In 1956 they were 22,076. In 1957 they were 
23,285. In 1958, 24,429. And as of the end of March 1959, there 
were 23,094 Reserve officers in active status. 

An interesting figure is that on active duty in those years in 1955 
there were 6,730 Marine Reserve officers on active duty—on extended 
active duty. This doesn’t include your 2 weeks or 90-day people. 

You had 6,187 in 1956, 6,040 in 1957, and 5,670 in 1958. The 
figures from that point on, either forecast or actual, are of a classi- 
fied nature. But I have given these figures to your counsel so he can 
have them to peruse them. 

But the truth of the matter is the Marine Corps Reserve Officers 
Association has long had some representatives on the Marine Corps 
Reserve Policy Board set up by the Secretary of the Navy. Some 
years ago, back in about 1956, we began hammering at the Marine 
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Corps and the Department of the Navy that they should do some- 
thing to keep our Reserve in strong shape in a fair ready category, 
and that we should take officers who were either not interested for 
one reason or another, or because of pressures of other things who 
could not meet the requirements that ROPA was setting forth, then 
we should set up a category whereby we could place them on our 
retired list, rather than just writing them a “Dear John” letter, 
“So nice to have seen you. Goodby.” 

In the course of that time we have attrited out of the Marine Corps 
Reserve a great number of Reserve oflicers—I think the number ex- 
ceeds 10,000—who have gone on our retired list, or have gone out 

The reason I bring that figure to mind is it is true right now, to- 
day, we could operate under a 24,500 limit on authorized strength, but 
this does not necessarily mean it will stay that way. If you do have 
a war, many of these officers who are now out either on the retired 
list or who have just frankly gone out because of a present lack of 
interest or from fear of being unable to meet certain requirements, are 
going to be back beating at the door to get back on duty. 

1 think it is foolish to put an arbitrary lowering of the limit which 
really doesn’t hurt anybody except the promotion opportunity of the 
Reserve officers. If your Regular service is reduced, Mr. Chairman, 
that is the time when your Reserve services should not be reduced. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the ceiling now ¢ 

Colonel Hanson. The ceiling’ I don’t know that there is a ceil- 
ing. The present authorized picture in ROPA is 29,500 marine of- 
ficers. 

Mr. Rivers. Because of your activity to attrit out those who for one 
reason or another couldn't be active, don’t you think that is the phi- 
losophy behind reducing it from 29,000 to 24,0004 

Colonel Hanson. No, that really isn’t. The philosphy behind it is 
the philosophy that the Regular Establishment, in my opinion, does 
not yet idetitand the mission of the Reserve. I am sorry to say it, 
but I am afraid it doesn’t. I can only emphasize that by pointing 
out that in our discussions on these policy boards, many Regular of- 
ficers take the position: “Well, if we are twice passed over, we have 
to get out.” But they overlook the fact that when they are twice 
passed over and go out, it is usually after more than 20 years of serv- 
ice; it is on retirement: and they resume some sort of life in the 
civilian world with their retired pay in hand at whatever age they 
may be. 

The Reserve officers who stay on cannot be retired except for physi- 
cal disability acquired on active duty until they reach age 60. 

Mr. Rivers. So you want that 29 to be left as it is at the present 
time? 

Colonel Hanson. We think it is a fair and proper thing to leave it 
us it stands. The basis of the whole thing was a play on the numbers 
game over at Headquarters, Marine Corps. 

Mr. Rivers. Twenty-nine would be too large. 

Colonel Hanson. It would be quite inadequate. We only have to 
go back—— 

Mr. Rivers. So whatever figure you put would be just a conjectural 
fivure. 
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Colonel Hanson. We think there is no sense in fiddling with the 
figures at thistime. I have got a 29,500 figure in the existing law and 
there is no sound basis for reducing it. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions / 

Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I would just like to ask this one question as to the 
general picture there. You say the Regular officers do not understand 
the mission of the Reserves—or words to that effect. That is a rather 
confusing thing to me because over all the years that they have been 
dealing with Reserve problems, why shouldn't they understand? 

What is the reason ¢ 

Colonel Hanson. It confuses me a little, too, Congressman. But I 
want to just state it in this fashion. The Regular officer has made this 
his career, and he has made a career of the Regular Establishment. 
The Reserve forces really came into their own along with the Naval 
Reserve Act of 1939, which the founder of our organization, former 
Congressman Maas, a very revered member of this organization at one 
time, had a great deal to do with. 

So this really, from a legislative history standpoint, is a rather 
young situation. Remember, armed forces have been in existence 
since back in the Revolutionary War days. They still love us when 
there is a time of war, but they get worried about whether we are 
taking something from them during time of peace. 

Because in the Regular Establishment, the Bureau of the Budget 
has become such an overpowering slicer of the dollar in your Defense 
Department picture, they begin to look for any place where they might 
find that somebody is taking a dollar out of their mouth. I don’t 
blame them a bit for this, except I wish they would realize we are 
not hurting them a bit; we are just trying to help them. 

We feel that because they have not had sufficient indoctrination 
from a legislative standpoint that they don’t fully understand the 
mission. Then they reach Headquarters, Marine Corps, or of the 
Army and other services—I won’t speak for any of the others, but I 
have had the same complaints made to me concerning the others— 
then they reach there and suddeny find they have a problem they really 
don’t understand because this hasn’t been part of their discipline as 
they come along. 

Mr. Morris. Is there any plan you can think of in the way of crea- 
tion of boards or dissolution of boards or any kind of a plan or pro- 
gram whereby they could better understand you ¢ 

Colonel Hanson. Yes, I think there is a very simple answer to it. 
Each one of the armed services has a war college of one type or another. 
I think that one of the courses that they onght to teach there is the 
mission of the Reserve. 

In the Marine Corps you have got, just in your Organized Reserve, 
an excess of 40,000-some officers and men. That is in your organized 
units. That isa very considerable part of the Marine Corps when you 
find that we are now down to a limit of 170,000 on active duty. 

Mr. Morris. You mean to say there is no subject at all now being 
taught in our war colleges, say at West Point or at Annapolis, in 
regard to Reserves ? 

Colonel Hanson. I cannot speak for West Point and Annapolis. 1 
am certain there is reference made there. But I do not believe there 
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is an appropriate course on the legislative piehery and on the general 
history of these people, and why they are needed at certain times, 
and what the various relationships to the Regular Establishment are. 

I believe that would be a very helpful thing. 

Mr. Morris. I won’t belabor the question because I don’t want to 
take more time other than to say this, that it seems to me for the first 
time in these hearings you have more or less hit the nail on the head 
as to an answer to this problem. It seems to me that maybe that is 
really the answer, that the reason we are not getting better results in 
regard to our efforts to legislate favorable—and we think, properly 
favorable—to the Reserves is that the Regular officers—and there is 
nothing against their character, their attitude or against them in any 
way—but they just do not understand the program and probably do 
not understand it because they have not been educated along that line. 

Colonel Hanson. Mr. Morris, I can point out to you, sir, that some 
very distinguished Marine general officers who are close friends of 
mine, who have come into Headquarters, Marine Corps and occupied 
the seat of Director of Reserves, have had to spend a great deal of 
time in their initial phases finding out what the Reserve is about be- 
cause they have never served with it, nobody has ever taught them 
anything about it, and they are simply astounded when they find the 
magnitude of the picture and the importance of it to the Marine Es- 
tablishment, as well as to the Defense Establishment as a whole. 

(The following information was supplied :) 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
MANPOWER, PERSONNEL, AND RESERVE, 
Washington, D.C., July 2, 1959. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 3, 
Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 

DeaR Mr. Rivers: This is in reply to your letter of June 12, 1959, requesting 
information concerning the training of senior Regular officers prior to their 
assignment to duties in connection with the Reserve program. 

The policies of the military departments have been obtained and are attached. 

The following information concerning the joint schools has been furnished by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

“The curriculums of the joint colleges under the direction of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff are oriented primarily toward the planning for and conduct of unified 
operations and strategic and economic considerations at national level. Al- 
though the curriculums of the National War College, the Industrial College of 
the Armed Forces, and the Armed Forces Staff College do not specifically con- 
sider the Reserve program as a separate item, the importance of a highly trained 
and Ready Reserve is highlighted in connection with the preparation of plans 
by the students, in the consideration of factors affecting national strategy, and 
in the study of personnel requirements incident to full or partial mobilization.” 

The opportunity to furnish this information to you is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEPHEN 8S. JACKSON, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary. 


POLICIES AND PROGRAMS WITHIN THE ARMY WHICH ARE DESIGNED To ACQUAINT 
SENIOR REGULAR OFFICERS WITH THE IMPORTANCE OF THE RESERVE TRAINING 
PROGRAM 

1. ASSIGNMENT POLICIES AND CRITERIA 


(a) General.—Department of Army assignment policies, procedures, and 
criteria covering Active Army officer assignments to Reserve component duty 
are provided for in Army Regulation 611-50, appropriate policy implementation 
instructions published by TAG, and DA Pamphlet 600-3, “Career Planning for 
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Army Officers.” The importance of the Reserve component programs evidences 
itself more every day in the overall mobilization readiness of our Nation. The 
success of these programs depends largely upon the manner in which assigned 
officers perform their duties. The assignment of officers to ROTC duty, National 
yuard adviser duty, or USAR adviser duty is accomplished with full considera- 
tion of the qualifications and adaptability of the individual for such duty. Em- 
phasis is placed on the assignment of well-qualified officers to insure favorable 
representation of the Army and efficient supervision of the respective programs. 
Officers are carefully screened and carefully selected. The career planning for 
combat arms officers of the Regular Army envisions a Reserve component duty 
assignment for captains to lieutenant colonels between 9 to 15 years of service, 
and lieutenant colonels and colonels (senior Regular officers) between 16 to 25 
years of service. This phase of duty, along with professional military schooling, 
command, and staff duty, provides the senior Regular officer with a _ well- 
rounded career and the experience capable of performing professionally any 
duty to which he may be assigned. 

(b) ROTC duty—aAssignment of senior officers to ROTC duty who will fill 
the positions for assistant P.M.S. & T. or P.M.S. & T. Nominations for this 
duty are made by the appropriate career branch using the criteria as set forth 
in appropriate regulations and policies. Nominations for P.M.S. & T., with of- 
ficers’ qualification record (DA Form 66), are forwarded for approval to the 
Chief, Officers Assignment Division, DA (a major general), who personally re- 
views the nominations and approves same; then to the Army concerned, where 
such nominations are reviewed and approved; and finally to the institution of 
assignment, for final approval. In the case of officers nominated for duty as 
assistant P.M.S. & T., nominations are forwarded direct from the career branch 
concerned to the Army headquarters, and thence to the institution for final 
approval. 

(c) USAR duty.—Senior officers of the Army are assigned to duty with the 
USAR normally as sector commanders or as advisers for Reserve corps, divi- 
sions, engineer special brigades, and division artillery headquarters. Officers 
selected by their career brances for the duty of sector commander or senior ad- 
viser will be nominated to USCONARC through the Chief, Officers Assignment 
Division (major general), DA, for initial approval. Upon the personal approval 
of the deputy commanding general for Reserve Forces, USCONARC (lieutenant 
general). career branches publish assignment instructions. Other advisers are 
selected by their career branches and the officers’ DA Form 66 (officers qualifica- 
tion card) are forwarded to the Army commander concerned. The criteria 
used in the selection of officers for these assignments are provided for in appro- 
priate regulations and policies. 

(d) ARNG adviser duty—Senior Army officers being considered for assign- 
ment as ARNG senior advisers are first screened by the appropriate career 
branch in accordance with DA policy. The nominations along with the officers’ 
DA Form 66 (qualification record) are forwarded to the Chief, Officers Assign- 
ment Division, Department of the Army, for approval. If approved, the nomi- 
nation is forwarded to the deputy commanding general for Reserve Forces, 
USCONARC, and the National Guard Bureau, DA, who screens the record for 
professional qualifications with particular attention to military schooling and 
previous assignment. Providing the officer is professionally qualified, and 
both headauarters approve, the nomination is tendered the AG of the State con- 
cerned with the officer’s form 66 attached. Upon concurrence by the State AG, 
the DA is requested to publish orders effecting the assignment. 

(ce) Reserve component duty, DA.—Officers considered for Reserve component 
assignments at DA level are nominated by the Officers Assignment Division, DA, 
to the Chief of the Reserve component where assignment is contemnlated. The 
records of the officer are carefully screened to insure his qualifications indicate 
a thoroughly rounded professional career of at least 15 years experience, and 
that a portion of this duty has been with the Reserve components which has given 
him experience with the Reserve component programs. His ultimate selection 
is by the Chief of the DA agency concerned (ACSRC, CARROTC, or CNGB). As 
an example of the practical application of this policy within the Office of the 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Components, the three colonels, division 
chiefs, in addition to high-level schooling, have each commanded militarv dis- 
tricts prior to their assignment on the Army staff. Three lieutenant colonels 
have served °< unit advisers to the Army National Guard and Army Reserve, 
and one lieutenant colonel has served as an assistant P.M.S. & T. Additionally, 
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there are nine senior Army National Guard and Army Reserve officers serving 
on the Army General Staff as advisers on Reserve component matters, under the 
provisions of section 8033(e), tithe 10 United States Code. 


2. SCHOOLING AND ORIENTATION IN RESERVE COMPONENT PROGRAMS 


(ua) General.—The Army does not have a formal training program designed 
specifically for officers assigned to Reserve component duty, to acquaint them 
with the Reserve component programs prior to their assignment. Nor are 
there any school courses specifically designated to train the active Army officer 
for Reserve component duty in our formal service school training. The Army, 
however, through established policies and directives and many other media, 
does insure that all officers assigned to Reserve component duty have an under- 
standing of their responsibilities to the Reserve program and of the importance 
of the respective Reserve program itself. 

(b) School instruction.—Career courses are designed to provide an officer 
with the appropriate background to fill Reserve component duty assignments. 
The present Army concept is to provide all Active Army officers with a well- 
rounded “generalized” career and not one of “specialization.” In this concept 
is included a familiarization of the Reserve component programs and the officer’s 
responsibilities to this program when on Reserve component duty. This fa- 
miliarization begins in all branch career courses where instruction in civil 
emergencies is provided. The courses vary from 6 hours in OCS to 22 hours 
in the advanced officers courses. Much of this instruction covers the relation- 
ship between the Active Army and the Reserve components, to include the 
mission and operations of each and the differences in techniques as applied to 
their training programs. The C. & G.S.C. provides, in its course of instruction, 
familiarization with the mission, organization, and training of the Reserve com- 
ponents, to include the troop basis. In addition, the Command and General 
Staff College provides 4 hours of instruction specifically in the Reserve com- 
ponents and in national security, and the national military program which 
includes both Active Army and the Reserve components. The Army War Col- 
lege offers as part of its regular curriculum a course entitled “Military Readi- 
ness,” which includes studies by the students in the fields of manpower and 
Reserve forces, and economic mobilization. In some instances, the requirements 
for these studies are generated by the Army staff, and in all instances qualified 
Reserve officers are provided an opportunity to serve 2 weeks’ active duty for 
training with the college for purposes of serving as advisers in this area. 
During this course, the students develop an appreciation of the military readi- 
ness of the United States, both active and Reserve, in formulating national 
strategy and in support of the military program. In support of this course, 
senior Reserve component officers participate frequently as guest speakers to 
insure familiarization with latest changes and concepts relative to the Reserve 
component programs. Within the Army service school system there are many 
courses designed specifically for officers of the Reserve components to which 
Active Army officers assigned as advisers to Reserve Component units are 
encouraged to attend from the standpoint of instructional value received, as 
well as affording the opportunity to acquaint themselves with the viewpoints 
and problems of the Reserve component officers who are students. An officer 
assigned to duty as an Army National Guard adviser, if his record so indicates, 
may receive refresher course training at his respective service school within 
6 months of his reporting date for duty. 


3. ORIENTATION 


(a) The Department of the Army requires the orientation of newly assigned 
adviser personnel by ZI Armies in Army area instructor schools. 

(b) ZI Army commanders are required to orient newly assigned senior ad- 
visers and division advisers within 30 days of arrival at new station. 

(c) The Chief, National Guard Bureau, conducts an orientation for newly 
assigned senior adviser and division adviser personnel on a semiannual basis. 


POLICIES AND PROGRAMS WITHIN THE MARINE Corrs Wuicn ARE DESIGNED To 
ACQUAINT SENIOR REGULAR OFFICERS WITH THE IMPORTANCE OF THE RESERVE 
TRAINING PROGRAM 


1. Each officer, be he Regular or Reserve, junior or senior, is “handpicked” 
for assignment to duty in connection with the organization, training, and admin- 








istering of the Reserve program. Many of the senior officers have had previous 
experience with this program which they gained while serving as inspector-in- 
structors of Organized Marine Corps Reserve units. 

2. The 286 officers enrolled annually in the Senior and Junior School, Marine 
Corps Schools, Quantico, Va., receive instruction and orientation from the 
Deputy Director, Marine Corps Reserve. A copy of the presentation for the 
year 1958 is enclosed.’ Additional instruction on the subject of manpower re- 
sources and selective service is provided and significant consideration is given 
to Reserve matters as an integrated part of appropriate periods of instruction 
involving mobilization plans. 

3. Each year at a conference of general officers conducted at this headquarters, 
the Director, Marine Corps Reserve, and his deputy conduct orientation brief- 
ings for each general officer in attendance. 

4. Each senior officer selected to fill key billets in the Reserve program is 
provided an especially designed orientation briefing at this headquarters and/or 
at the district headquarters in order that he may be brought abreast of recent 
policy changes. 

5. A senior Reserve officer is stationed at the several major training bases. 
This Officer serves as the Reserve liaison and training officer and has the full- 
time duty of providing Regular officers with information and policies which 
govern the Reserve program. 

6. In summation, it is believed that no other segment of the Marine Corps 
receives more special attention than the Reserve program. The Commandant 
of the Marine Corps fully realizes that our Reserve constitutes our “body and 
muscle” in time of need and considers that the present and past performance of 
the Marine Corps Reserve clearly demonstrates that the Regular officer, junior 
or senior, assigned to the Reserve program is fully aware of the importance and 
significance of the program. 


POLICIES AND PROGRAMS OF THE NAVY FOR ACQUAINTING SENIOR REGULAR OF- 
FICERS WITH THE IMPORTANCE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESERVE TRAINING 
PROGRAM PRIOR TO THEIR ASSIGNMENT THERETO 


1. Since 1946 it has been the basic policy of the Navy to administer the 
Naval Reserve at all levels in the same manner and through the same offices 
as are established for the Regular Navy. As a result, over the years, Regular 
officers have become increasingly familiar and appreciative of the fact that the 
Naval Reserve is an integral part of the Navy and not a separate or secondary 
entity. This policy has repeatedly been acclaimed by members of the Naval 
Reserve and the Regular Navy, as well as by civilian organizations having an 
interest in the welfare of Reserve components. 

2. Specifically, the Navy's policies designed to acquaint senior Regular of- 
ficers with the importance and significance of the Naval Reserve may be re- 
corded as follows: 

(a) Commanding officers of Naval Reserve training centers: Over half of 
these position are filled by Regular officers, each of whom is carefully selected 
and given at least a 1 week’s indoctrination-familiarization period at the naval 
district headquarters prior to reporting. An annual commanding officers’ con- 
ference is held on a naval district level to further the required understanding. 
Quarterly visits to the training centers by district officers and annual visits by 
a national inspection board are additional means employed to insure recogni- 
tion of the importance of the training program. 

(b) Assignment of officers to duty in connection with the Naval Reserve: 
Every effort is made to assign mature and experienced officers to Reserve train- 
ing type duty. The records of individuals considered for such duty are care- 
fully reviewed prior to assignment. In addition, inquiries regarding suit- 
ability are made to previous commanding officers of the individual under con- 
sideration. Officers finally selected for such duty are the best qualified of those 
available, and the group as a whole has an above average appreciation of the 
importance and significance of the Reserve training program upon their initial 
entry into such duty. 

(c) National Naval Reserve Policy Board: This legally constituted Board, 
convened by the Secretary of the Navy, meets annually to consider recom- 
mendations forwarded by naval district boards. Each board is composed of 


1 Pnclosure available in files of House Armed Services Committee. 
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Reserve and Regular officers and provides a means of acquainting the Regular 
officers with current Reserve matters, as well as advising the highest Navy 
command echelons on Reserve policy. 

(d) National Naval Reserve Inspection Board: Organized under the com- 
mander, Naval Reserve Training Command (a staff composed of a USN rear 
admiral, a USNR rear admiral, and 24 senior officers, Regular and Reserve). 
This Board vigorously pursues the implementation of the Naval Reserve train- 
ing program by visiting each district headquarters, training center, Reserve 
unit, and Navy Department offices to insure that continued and forceful em- 
phasis and recognition is being applied in a knowledgeable manner to the 
Naval Reserve. 

(e) Civilian reserve organization: For several years it has been the Navy’s 
policy to conduct briefings for the executive officers of the Reserve Officers 
Association and Naval Reserve Association annually, or more frequently if 
requested. These briefings are held at the Navy Department level by senior 
Regular and Reserve officers. In addition, Regular and Reserve officers from 
departmental offices attend national conferences and executive meetings of these 
organizations in order to impart information and receive recommendations for 
insuring that the proper recognition is being afforded the Naval Reserve. 

(f) Reserve program officers: The Navy retains on active duty especially 
qualitied Naval Reserve officers for the primary purpose of assisting in develop- 
ing policy for the administration and training of the Naval Reserve. These 
senior officers are assigned to headquarters staffs, offices at the seat of Govern- 
ment, and at individual Reserve activities, to work with the Regular Navy 
officers at these locations. This system makes for a continuity of administra- 
tion and directly provides a means of acquainting the senior officers assigned with 
the various facets of the program. 

(9g) Active duty for training: Senior Reserve officers are regularly assigned 
to fleet units, staffs, and schools for the purpose of receiving necessary training 
and, in turn, to contribute toward a recognition by these commands of the 
importance of the Naval Reserve. 

(h) The Naval Reservist: This monthly publication is distributed to each 
Navy ship and station in sufficient quantity to permit Regular Navy personnel 
and reservists to be continuously aware and familiar with the operation of the 
Naval Reserve, its significance and importance. 

(i) Command level conferences: Annually, a meeting of the various naval 
district deputy chiefs of staff for Naval Reserve and the assistant chiefs of 
staff for Naval Reserve and training is held at the Department level. These 
officials, for the most part, are Regular Navy officers. The conference is aimed 
specifically toward keeping the importance and significance of the Naval Re- 
serve in sharp focus and to insure that Reserve policy is understood and is 
being given proper recognition. 

(j) New flag officer briefings: All newly selected flag officers are brought to 
Washington annually for briefings which include full review of the Naval Re- 
serve. 

3. The Naval War College conducts two active duty for training periods for 
Naval Reserve officers—the reserve officers’ command and staff course and the 
senior reserve officers’ course. Reserve officers from the Navy, Coast Guard, 
and Marine Corps are especially selected to attend these courses. They work 
jointly with the Regular officers enrolled. Such highly qualified officers possess 
initimate and detailed firsthand knowledge of the roles and missions of their 
respective Reserve components, and thereby an excellent avenue is established, 
through the media of scheduled group discussions, to apprise senior Regular 
Navy resident students of the importance, capabilities, and limitations of the 
Reserve forces which comprise the entire Navy wartime team. The mutual 
respect engendered among participants, and the awareness of their respective 
problems, are invaluable byproducts of these discussions. The entire class, Regu- 
lar and Reserve, is addressed by the Assistant Chief of Naval Operations (Naval 
Reserve) annually. 

4. The Navy is justifiably proud of its Naval Reserve. The necessity for 
giving it significant recognition, support, and properly indoctrinated leadership 
is accepted as a fundamental obligation and responsibility of the Navy. To do 
less would indeed seriously jeopardize the ability of the Navy to carry out its 
assigned missions. 
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POLICIES AND PROGRAMS WITHIN THE AIR ForcE WHICH ARE DESIGNED To Ac- 
QUAINT SENIOR REGULAR OFFICERS WITH THE IMPORTANCE OF THE RESERVE 
TRAINING PROGRAM 


In any consideration of the training given by the Air Force to its senior Regu- 
lar officers with relation to the Air Reserve Forces, it should be remembered 
that these Reserve forces are an integral part of the Air Force. Therefore, any 
instruction having the primary purpose of enhancing the knowledge of officers 
in development, employment, and concepts of strategy as they pertain to air- 
power would involve study of the Reserve forces. 

The Air War College includes in its curriculum lectures on the capabilities and 
employment of Reserve forces and on civil-military relations. These lectures 
lay the foundation for further discussion on the Reserve forces during semi- 
nars on such topics as national strategy and concepts of operation. 

In the Air Command and Staff course no formal lectures are given. However, 
in the war games exercises the missions of the Reserve forces are included in 
the problems. Thus the participating officers are made fully knowledgeable of 
the contributions reservists make to the Air Force mission. 

Further emphasis is given to the importance of the Reserve training program 
at the Air University by the assignment of a section 265, title 10, United States 
Code, Reserve officer to the staff of that organization. 

Officers detailed to duty with the Air National Guard are provided an intensive 
5-day period of indoctrination within the Air Division of the National Guard 
Bureau prior to reporting to their duty stations. Immediately following that 
indoctrination the officers then report to the numbered Air Force headquarters 
to which they will be responsible in their new assignments where they receive 
further instructions and guidance. Finally, each officer is furnished a specially 
prepared manual containing a detailed description of the duties, responsibilities, 
and obligations which he is required to fulfill. 

Similarly, officers assigned to AFROTC units are required to attend a 6-weeks' 
course of instruction conducted by the commandant, AFROTC. 

While no formal procedures have been established to assure proper indoctrina- 
tion of officers who are assigned to other Air Force Reserve units and training 
centers, these officers are required to attend conferences which are convened 
approximately once annually for the purpose of reindoctrinating them in Air 
Force Reserve programs and objectives. 


Mr. Chairman, I did have one other item, if I could refer to this 
general officers’ figure a moment. 

I can tell you where the figure 10 came from also. That came out 
of the Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board findings in 1957, and 
that. was referred to the Secretary of the Navy and to the Comman- 
dant of the Marine Corps and circulated around. I was interested 
that there had been a Bureau of the Budget comment that it was be- 
lieved that any inclusion of such a matter should wait for study. 

This question was thoroughly studied by that Board. I happen 
to have 2 20 a member of it at that time. I think that the recom- 
mendations that they made are of some real importance to the com- 
mittee. 

I would suggest that Mr. Slatinshek might call upon the division 
of Reserves of the Marine Corps to give you the full Board statement 
on that particular subject, because that is the genesis of 10 general 
officers as oppose to 5. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


EXTRACT FROM MARINE Corps RESERVE PoLicy Boarp, 1957 


Topic No. 4: That the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers as 
authorized by the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 be increased to 10 


Discussion: ROPA of 1954 provides in part that the maximum number of 
general officers in the Marine Corps Reserve shall be five in number. This 
small number is unrealistic and inequitable. The Marine Corps Reserve has 
presently on its rolls active reservists who are qualified by training and ex- 
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perience for general officer rank but, by reason of the numerical limitation, 
have unduly limited opportunity for promotion to this rank. The numerical 
figure of five has no relationship to proposed mobilization requirements of the 
Marine Corps. The number of general officers, of necessity, must be limited, 
but the limitation should be realistic and fair. Opportunity must be provided 
for highly qualified and capable reservists for advancement, or else initiative 
is completely destroyed. The loss of these capable officers would be a great 
waste of the taxpayer's dollars. Large sums of many have been spent in 
training and educating these officers and now that they have advanced their 
capabilities to merit promotion advancement, by reason of an arbitrary limi- 
tation, their needed services will be lost. 

A review of the flag rank in the U.S. Naval Reserve indicates that a greater 
proportion of reservists hold flag rank as compared to the total number of flag 
officers on active duty in the Regular Establishment than do reservists in the 
U.S. Marine Corps. The present strength of the Navy flag officers clearly estab- 
lishes the inequities of opportunity given Marine reservists for general rank. 
The Navy presently has an on-board strength of 297 admirals, and the U.S. 
Marine Corps presently has an on-board strength of 61 general officers. ROPA 
of 1954 authorizes 48 reservists in the U.S. Navy for flag rank, which is 16 
percent of active duty flag officers, as against 5 in the Marine Corps Reserve, 
which is only 8 percent of active duty general officers. There is no sound 
basis for this obvious comparative inequity, especially when mobilization 
requirements indicate a substantial increase in Marine Corps general officer 
strength on M-day. 

The proposed increase in the rank of general officer for the U.S. Marine 
Corps Reserve is small, but it would give the Marine Corps a group of capable 
officers for assignment upon mobilization and will provide great impetus to 
continued devoted effort for all officers. 

Recommendation : That the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers be 
increased to 10. 

CMC recommended action: Approve an increase of two Reserve general officers. 

CMC comments: This recommendation ties in with topic No. 5. It is believed, 
however, that the increase should be from 5 to 7 in lieu of from 5 to 10. Seven 
general officers in an active status is more nearly related to the number of 
Reserve general officers who could conceivably be required on mobilization. 
Such an increase would cause our ratio of general officers to overall Reserve 
strength to parallel that of the Navy. 

In addition, an increase of only two general officers will aline Regular and 
Reserve promotion opportunities. 

Recommendation: That the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers 
be increased to 10. 

SecNav action: Approve an increase of two Reserve general officers. 


Colonel Hanson. I might also point out that a more recent informal 
study indicated that basically the Marine Corps in time of war— 
which is the only time we are interested really in calling the Reserve 
to duty—could justify up to 21 positions for general officers. You 
know that the Regular Establishment is not intereted in that. But 
this is a justifiable situation that does not take from the Regular offi- 
cers any of the combat commands which they so richly deserve. 

Mr. Rivers. What does the Commandant do with that report that 
the Reserve Policy Board makes and the Secretary of the Navy ¢ 

Colonel Hanson. The Secretary of the Navy compromised. He 
approved two additional general officers, which now gives you the 
figure of 7 which I believe has been discussed before this committee. 
Then we have gone back at it and our basis was very simply that 
the ratio of Reserve to Regular flag officers authorized in the Navy 
was 16 percent, whereas the ratio of Reserve to Regular officers in the 
Marine Corps was 8 percent. We didn’t find any justification for 
that disparity, but our basic problem was that we felt that there were 
more than enough slots for these Reserve generals, and raising it to 
10 only put us on parity with our sister service, the Navy, and cer- 
tainly no one should object to that. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Slatinshek, will you be able to show us, when we 
start writing up the bill, the changes which Mr. Hanson is suggesting ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Puteri. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Hanson. Whatever you have to submit 
for the record we will be glad to have and we will also at this point 
insert in the record a statement submitted by the Naval Reserve Asso- 
ciation. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE NAVAL RESERVE ASSOCIATION TO SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 3 OF THE 
House ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 3860 AS AN AMENDMENT 
To H.R. 7325 


Submitted by Capt. Robert Granville Burge, USNR (retired), vice president for 
legislation, Naval Reserve Association 


For years the Naval Reserve Association has endeavored to secure the pas- 
sage of legislation which would bring all promotion opportunities for Naval 
Reserve officers on a parity with that of.the Regular naval officer. By and large 
there is equality of promotion opportunity between Regular and Reserve naval 
officers written into the law today. However, there is one facet of this subject 
which permits a wide disparity of promotion opportunities between Naval 
Reserve officers and Regular naval officers. That disparity exists in the matter 
of accelerated promotions, i.e., promotions from below the zone of consideration. 

Under the provisions of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, now title 10, 
chapter 548, U.S. Code officers of the Regular Navy may under certain con- 
ditions receive accelerated promotion through the selection board process. This 
same opportunity was afforded to Naval Reserve officers prior to the enact- 
ment of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 (ROPA). With the enactment 
of that statute the provision for permitting accelerated promotion of Naval 
Reserve Officers in a manner comparable to that provided for Regular Naval 
Officers was eliminated. So far as can be determined from an examination 
of the legislation record of ROPA there is no apparent reason why authorization 
for accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve Officers was not continued in law. 

The failure to provide for accelerated promotion of Naval Reserve officers 
in the same manner and to the same extent as given to officers of the Regular 
service is in direct contravention to the specific terms of title 10, chapter 15, 
section 596, U.S. Code, which requires as a matter of law that the Secretary 
of each service establish an adequate and equitable system of promoting officers 
of the Reserve components under his jurisdiction who are in active status. That 
section further requires that so far as practicable each promotion system shall 
be similar to that of the members of the Regular components of the armed 
forces concerned. 

On July 1, 1958, the Secretary of the Navy addressed a communication to 
the President of the Line Selection Board considering promotions of captains 
to temporary rank of rear admiral. This communication is set out in full in 
ALNAYV 22 of July 11, 1958. Addressing himself to this Board which was to 
select officers of the Regular Establishment the Secretary of the Navy wrote, in 
part, as follows: 

“Nothing is more important than the selection of flag officers who are leaders 
of men possessing energy, character, and the highest intellectual capacity.” 

In the same communication the Secretary in referring to right of selecting 
officers from below the zone of consideration, said : 

“The intent of Congress and the clear requirement of the Navy is that selec- 
tion boards should afford early opportunity to outstanding officers without in 
any way reflecting on their contemporaries. By the selection of preeminent 
officers for early promotion, all officers are assured that the Navy recognizes 
performance. The Navy is further insured the earliest availability of out+ 
standing individuals for demanding and responsible duties. Recent boards 
have recognized this requirement by selection of a considerable number from 
below the normal field. This trend should continue and further expand.” 
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It is recognized that the Secretary in addressing the selection board re- 
ferred to above was limiting his comment to possible flag selectees. It is 
submitted that his comment is no less pertinent to selectees of lower grade. 
It is further submitted that the criteria established by the Secretary is no less 
applicable to Reserve officers who have demonstrated their capacity for as- 
suming responsibility greater than that normally expected of officers in com- 
parable grades. 

The question of accelerated promotions for Reserve officers was highlighted 
by a communication from the President of the Inactive Selection Board, cap- 
tain to rear admiral, line. On August 22, 1958 in a communication addressed 
to the Secretary of the Navy the President of that Board with the concurrence 
of tive members recommended that “necessary steps be taken to provide future 
Naval Reserve admirals’ selection boards with the opportunity of considering 
Reserve officers on inactive duty and TARS whose running mates in the Regular 
Navy are within the prescribed zone of eligibility.” 

This particular selection board pointed out in the communication referred 
to that the lack of provisions for accelerated promotion for Naval Reserve of- 
licers is detrimental to the Navy's interests and that action to permit such 
promotions from below the zone would definitely be in the best interest of the 
Naval Reserve and that it would be a matter of importance to the Naval Re- 
serve of the future. It may reasonably be assumed that although the selection 
board in question referred only to accelerated promotion to Reserve flag 
rank that had the question been presented to it it would, have advocated ac- 
celerated promotion for all grades subject to the selection process. 

In 1956 the writer was a member of the Reserve Officer Promotion Evaluation 
Board established by a precept of the Secretary of the Navy dated February 14, 
1956. Vice Adm. Felix Johnson, USN (retired) was Chairman of that Board. 
The Board was directed to study and analyze all phases of Naval Reserve 
officer promotion and if changes in the then promotion system were found to 
be advisable the Board was directed to make recommendations to the Secre- 
tary of the Navy as to the broad lines which should be followed in carrying out 
its recommendations. The precept also directed that specific recommendations 
were desired as to the administrative and legislative changes necssary to ac- 
company the overall recommendations. 

On September 20, 1956 the report of the Reserve Officer Promotion Evalua- 
tion Board was made to the Secretary of the Navy. One of the recommendations 
(Recommendation No. 16) which was made after very thorough study and after 
consultation with Reserve officers throughout the country had to do with the 
matter of accelerated promotions. The recommendation read as follows: 

“That the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 be amended to permit selec- 
tion boards to recommend for accelerated promotion a number not to exceed 
5 percent of the officers (including TARS) authorized to be so selected from 
within the zone; provided that any officer so recommended must have served 
by 1 July of the fiscal year in which the appropriate board convenes the fol- 
lowing minimum time in grade in an active status: Captain—3 years, comman- 
der—5 years, lieutenant commander and lieutenant—4 years, lieutenant (junior 
grade )—2 years; provided further that the eligible officer has been recommended 
as prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy.” 

The foregoing recommendation was made in order to bring Reserve officer pro- 
motion on a parity with promotion of Regular officers as provided for in the 
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (now 10 U.S.C. 5707(¢) and 5751). The Board 
believed that legislation. to cure the inequity existing between Regular and Re- 
serve naval officers would permit the Navy to select outstanding Naval Reserve 
officers who had demonstrated qualities of leadership, intellectual acumen, and 
specialized knowledge and who, if given accelerated promotions, would be of 
invaluable service to the Naval Establishment. The recommendation made by 
the Board was not accepted by the Secretary of the Navy, although the principle 
stated was concurred in. The Secretary took the position that only in isolated 
cases could a Reserve officer demonstrate such outstanding performance as to 
merit accelerated promotion and he did not consider that exceptional cases war- 
ranted seeking the legislative change recommended. 

It is the position of the Naval Reserve Association that the services which 
highly qualified and outstanding Naval Reserve officers may contribute to the 
Navy and to national defense are on an equal footing intellectually, experience- 
wise, and professionally with those of their Regular contemporaries who are or 
may be selected for accelerated promotion. Moreover, it is the belief of this 
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association that the usefulness to the Navy and to the Nation of Naval Reserve 
officers is of a far greater potential where the ages of both Regular and Reserve 
officers are of reasonable comparability. Under the present promotion policies 
and systems such is not possible. It is respectfully submitted that an equaliza- 
tion of accelerated promotion opportunities between the Regular naval officer 
and his Reserve contemporary would be in the best interests of the Navy, the 
Naval Reserve, and the country. 

The first step legislativewise to bring about this parity of opportunity for pro- 
motion for Naval Reserve officers was the introduction into the 86th Congress by 
Mr. Huddleston, of Alabama, of H.R. 3860, which, if enacted, would amend sec- 
tion 5899 of title 10, United States Code, to provide that Naval Reserve captains 
and commanders shall be eligible for consideration for promotion when their 
running mates in the Regular Establishment are considered for promotion. This 
bill, if enacted, would provide the parity of opportunity for promotion long ad- 
vocated by the Naval Reserve Association. The association has and continues 
to strongly support the provisions of H.R. 3860. 

However, there has been introduced into Congress H.R. 7325, which is the 
Department of Defense legislation to amend title 10, United States Code, with 
respect to Reserve commissioned officers of the Armed Forces. The purpose of 
the legislation is to bring up to date those provisions of law pertinent to the 
“promotion, precedence, constructive credit, distribution, retention, and elimina- 
tion of officers of the Reserve components of the Armed Forces” which were 
originally enacted as the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, as amended. 
The Department of Defense in submitting this legislation emphasized that one 
of the cardinal principles employed in developing the proposed legislation was 
that the promotion systems for Reserve officers shall parallel to the extent prac- 
ticable the promotion systems for Regular officers of the same Armed Forces. 
The Department of Defense recognized that this principle was consistent with 
the will of Congress as expressed in section 216(a) of the Armed Forces Reserve 
Act of 1952. H.R. 7325 as presently before your committee contains no proposed 
amendment to title 10, United States Code, section 5899, which would permit 
accelerated promotions of Naval Reserve officers to the same extent as that 
presently afforded officers of the Regular Establishment. 

It is respectfully submitted that in order to bring about this parity of oppor- 
tunity for accelerated promotion that the provisions of H.R. 3860, as introduced 
by Mr. Huddleston, be incorporated into H.R. 7325 as an amendment to that bill. 

H.R. 7325, if amended to incorporate the provisions for the accelerated promo- 
tion of Naval Reserve officers, will be a genuine incentive to Naval Reserve 
officers to remain in the Naval Reserve and to continue to contribute their 
talents and abilities to the Navy and to national defense. 

It is respectfully urged that your committee amend H.R. 7325 by incorporating 
therein the provisions of H.R. 3860. 


Colonel Hanson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The next witness is a continuation of the testimony 
of Col. Arthur A. Brackett, U.S. Air Force, who is—you are repre- 
senting the Department / 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You will be assisted by the same group you have before 7 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is Major Brown and Captain Greenbacker. So 
you are going to give us the technical phases of this proposal, Colonel 
Brackett / 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You goright ahead. This will be very important testi- 
mony, and I think it will give the committee an opportunity to see 
just what the real meat of the coconut is on this report. 

Colonel Brackerr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this 
is the last part of my presentation. Its purpose is to go into the bill 
itself. As several preceding witnesses have indicated, the DOD bill 
contains no proposals to change the original concepts and principles 
of ROPA. However, the bill is long and seemingly complicated. 
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As an omnibus bill it contains what appears to be a number of appar- 
ently unrelated provisions designed to solve a variety of situations. 
This is not entirely true. There is some cohesiveness to this bill. 

I put up here a chart, and I also have handed to Mr. Slatinshek for 
distribution to you, if he would like to, what I call a categorization 
of the various amendments that are contained in the bill. It lists 
all the various sections of title 10 and several other sections that are 
being amended by H.R. 7325. 


CATEGORIZATION 


I. ENHANCE CAREERS OF NURSES AND MEDICAL SPECIALISTS 


Army: Air Force: General title: 1006(e) 
3366 (part) 8212 
3367 (part) 8366 
3370 (part) 8370 
3391 8841 
3841 8842 
3842 8847 
3847 8848 
3848 8849 
3849 Section 5 


Ii. CONSTRUCTIVE CREDIT AND APPOINTMENTS 


Army: Navy: Air Force: Coast Guard: 
3352(a) 5600 (a) 8353 14 U.S.C. 773 
3353 (a) 


Section 4 
Il]. STRENGTH AND GRADE AUTHORIZATIONS 


Army: Navy: Air Force: 
3212 5414(b) 8212 
3383 (a) 5458(b) 
IV. GRADE AND RANK ON CALL TO EAD 
Army: Navy: Air Force: 
3494 5505 8494 
3571 (a) (3) 8571(3) 


V. UNIT PROMOTION SYSTEM 


Army: Air Force: 
3383 (b) 3372(b) 


VI. DELAY OF OFFICERS AWAITING TRIAL OR UNDER INVESTIGATION 


Navy: Air Force: 
5902 8363 (2) 


VII. RETENTION OF CERTAIN OFFICERS UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES 


General: Army: Navy: Air Force: 
3366 (part) 8844 
3367 (part) 8845 


3370 (part) 


VIII. TO INCREASE ATTRITION AMONG RESERVE OFFICERS OF THE ABMY 


Army: 
3366 (part) 
3367 (part) 
3370 (part) 
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IX. PROMOTION ELIGIBILITY, STANDARDS, ETC. 


Army: Navy: Air Foree: 
3364 5899 8361(a) and (e) 
3389 8363 (ec) 
Section 3 8376 
8380 


X. MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
(a) To include inactive status list officers in elimination provisions: 
Army: Navy: 
3343 6391 (a) 
3844 
3351 
3352 
(b) Administration of officers who are not promoted: 
Air Force: 
8368 
8819 
(c) Suspension of provisions during war: 
General: 
123 
(d) Clarify status of officers who occupy positions of adjutants general: 
Geueral: 
281 


You will note they are clustered into 10 broad categories. What I 
have attempted to do here, in order to give some sort of order to our 
presentation, is to group the proposed amendments without regard to 
the numerical order that they appear in the bill, but rather by subject 
category. That is, to list under one category all that affect a certain 
aspect of the Reserve promotion system. 

Category 1, I think, is a good example. Amendments to all the 
sections listed thereunder are necessary in order to give effect to the 
proposals to improve the career opportunities of nurses and medical 
specialists, 

I would like now, then, in the interests of focusing your attention 
from the trees to the forest, to outline briefly what proposals fall un- 
der each of these categories. In category 1, as I mentioned, there are 
the nurse and medical specialist amendments. Their net effect for both 
the Army and the Air Force is to provide for fully qualified promo- 
tions to major at 14 years’ service. At present the highest grade the 
fully qualified nurse or medical specialist can expect is to get to 
captain. 

Now the grade to which all nurses can expect, if they maintain their 
qualifications is that of major. 

Other technical amendments will allow the promotion of a limited 
number of nurses and medical specialists to higher grades on a best- 
qualified basis. In addition, the elimination features that affect nurses 
and medical specialists are being amended to bring them in line with 
their male counterparts. These provisions parallel almost precisely 
the recent changes to law made by the Armed Services Committee per- 
taining to Regul ar nurses and medical specialists. 

You might ask about the Navy, but actually when the Army and 
Navy Nurses Act was amended last year, by the way the Navy bil is 


built, the same provisions that affected the Regular nurses and medical 
specialists of the Navy also were changed to affect the Reserve nurses 


and medical specialists of the Navy. So it is not necessary to amend it 
under ROPA. 
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Mr. Rivers. So they don’t need to be included in this proposal ¢ 

Colonel Brackxerr. No, sir. 

In category 2 

Mr. StatinsHek. I would like to ask you a question before you 
leave category 1, Will the changes apply equally to the Army and 
Air Force? In other words, specifically, will a nurse in the Army 
be eligible to the same highest grade as an Air Force nurse, or vice 
versa ¢ 

Colonel Bracketr. No, sir. At the present time, although it hasn't 
been exercised—I will get into a legal part here that Mr. Minor has to 
get into—at the present time the Air Force has the authority to pro- 
mote to colonel among Reserve nurses. The Army did not because of 
the explanation that Mr. Minor made the other day. 

The Army proposed that promotions be authorized up to the grade 
of colonel for Army officers. This is one of the items which the Bur- 
eau of the Budget objected to and asked for more consideration. They 
felt that there was at the present time no proven requirement for 
nurse colonels and medical specialist colonels in the Army Reserve. 

This is an unusual situation, Mr. Chairman. The Bureau of the 
Budget has given us authority to try and interpret some of the things 
which they objected to and asked us to reconsider. Of course, time 
didn’t permit us to go through the complete reconsideration to include 
them in the bill in order to get it over here for consideration at this 
session. ' 

Mr. Rivers. In that connection, is it the analysis of you gentlemen 
who are responsible for this, are you striving to get uniformity as 
nearly as possible with respect to the services ? 

Colonel Brackerr. As nearly as possible. As Mr. Finucane pointed 
out, however, it is as important if not more important to get uni- 
formity between the Reserves and the Regulars of one service. We 
have to consider that. After that is taken into consideration, then 
we strive to get uniformity between the services. 

The matter of colonels is still under consideration within the De- 
partment of the Army as to determining the requirements for it. 

Mr. Putten. Were these suggestions made by the Bureau of the 
Budget in written form detailed ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir; they came back with a memorandum, 
and the general sense of the memorandum in this particular case is 
that they felt that it should not authorize colonels for the Army be- 
cause there was no proven requirement within the Reserve for Army 
colonels.. The Army is now in the process of reconsidering this and 
determining the requirement before coming up with the request. 

Mr. Puirsrn. As yet you do not have your answer to those objec- 
tions by the Bureau / 

Colonel Bracketr. No, sir. 

Mr. Puitein. You desire later to present them to the committee / 
When will you have them available? 

Colonel Bracketr. This and many others are going to require ex- 
tended consideration. That is why we had to delete them from the 
bill. I think it would be difficult for any service to speak on all the 
several matters—how long it would take to reconsider them, sir, and 
be able to overcome the various objections. 

Mr. Rivers. Go to category No. 2. 


34066—59—No. 30——14 
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Mr. Morris. May I ask this one question on it, Mr. Chairman. 
These numbers here refer, do they not, to the var ious sections of title 
10 that are being stricken? Where you say “part,” that is to be 
partly stricken. 

Colonel Brackerr. Part of it is being amended. 

Mr. Morris. And the others are all stricken ? 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir; amended. 

Mr. Morris. All of them are amended. This general title, L006— 
what. does that refer to, so we will know just what we are talking 
about here ? 

Mr. Siatinsuek. That is in title 10. 

Mr. Morris. What is being done to it? That is the question. Is it 
being amended? Is it being stricken? What is happening to it ¢ 

Mr. Minor. It is being amended, Mr. Morris. 

Colonel Brackerr. The subject of section 1006 is retention after 
completion of 18 or more but less than 20 years of service. 

Mr. Morris. By amending these different sections you would reach 
the results that you have spoken of ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. That is correct. I am trying to give you the 
highlights now. Then, at the committee’s choice, we can either go 
thr ough these by category ——— 

Mr. Rivers. We will do that when we get to the writing up of the 
bill. So, Colonel, what you are doing—had you finished ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir; I just wanted to see what we were talking 
about, exactly. I figured that was what was happening. I thought 
I noticed a number of sections referred to in this analysis here that 
were not listed here on your paper. That is why I was wondering 
if they were complete. 

Colonel Brackerr. For example, category 1, you will notice that 
there are 14 or so amendments to give effect—it is a very technical 
deal—to give effect to all of these things under this broad program. 

I am just highlighting these at the present time; that was my inten- 
tion. 

Mr. Rivers. You are going to be around when we write it up? 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You were in on the original drafting of this bill ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. I have been w orking on amendments to ROPA 
since April of 1956, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The bill, 5083, which I introduced, and which was more 
nearly the handiwork of that group of which you are a part, went to 
the Budget, and a lot of the things that you all worked on and got 
together on have been stricken from the bill. So now you are here 
defending what is left of the original bill. 

Colonel Brackerr. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The rest, residue, and remainder. 

Colonel Brackerr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s go to section 2. 

Colonel Brackerr. In category 2 are a number of mostly technical 
amendments. They correct some minor deficiencies in current law in 
the area of constructive credit upon appointment, reappointment, or 
transfer between categories and branches of each service. These 
amendments better lend themselves to individual explanations as we 
reach them. 
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In this category is the only amendment proposed by the Coast 
Guard. In this case there are four changes, identical for all services. 

In category 3 there are several amendments of some consequence. 
Among them are the Nav y Department's proposal mentioned by Mr. 
Ir idge i in his statement. These are, adjustment in the Marine C orps 
Reserve strength authorization and a change to provide for computing 
grade authorizations against authorized ‘ather than onboard strength. 
You had some testimony on this this morning 

The Army proposals are designed to ¢ lear up what seems to be an 
ambiguity in current law so as to clearly relate unit promotions to 

vacancies within the numbers authorizes in units. This was mentioned 
ut some length by Mr. Milton in his testimony. 

The Air Force proposal is designed to lift the freeze on unit and 
mobilization position promotions which was mentioned by Mr. Fridge 
in his testimony. In addition, the Army and Air Force have identical 
amendments to allow appointments to fill mobilization and active 
duty requirements which cannot be filled from the Standby Reserve. 

The effective period for these last three proposals is limited to 2 
vears after the effective date of this act. The reasons for this two- 
fold. First, we feel that any step that leads toward weakening grade 
controls should be taken with great caution. 

Second, this 2-year period will take us into 1961, a year after all 
of the attrition features of ROPA come into effect. At that time our 
attrition rates will increase appreciably and will begin to approach 
that which ean be expected to be normal over the ensuing years. 

Also, if the pusher clause for the Air Force which has been dis- 
cussed before is eliminated, the pressures that manufacture these 
overages will ease off. In other words, the next 2 years will give us a 
better chance to come to grips with this problem of overages. 

Mr. Rivers. Under your section 2, then, this pusher clause comes 
into consideration. 

Colonel Brackerr. The pusher is in another category. However, 
the pusher clause has the effect on the overages which causes the freeze 
in the unit vacancy promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. This causes an effect in the overall hump. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. StatinsHEK. I would like to point out to the committee here, 
Mr. Chairman, that perhaps the most important consideration that 
Colonel Brackett has mentioned is the 2-year limitation on the lifting 
of the freeze on unit promotion. 

In other words, what Defense is recommending is that we permit 
officers in units, of course, to-be considered with nonunit officers for 
purposes of promotion, but only for a 2-year period, after which time 
theoretically they would revert to the present situation. I would 
conjecture they will probably be up here and ask for a permanent ex- 
tension of it at that time. I want the committee to realize that. 

Mr. Rivers. They figure that whenever the pusher clause is disposed 
of we will find out there what needs to be done and they want that 2- 
vear period to take a look-see. 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, we don’t want to lose sight of this and we want 
to keep this constantly before us. This is our legislative duty. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. This is long-range legislation. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to keep that before us all the time. Am | 
right ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Colonel Brackerr. Category 4 has really two proposals. For all 
three services—a proposal to allow call to active duty in a grade lower 
than Reserve grade to take part in a special procurement program. 
This, I think, can be better explained in greater detail later, although 
Admiral Keith did cover this somewhat in his testimony. 

The Army and the Air Force again have identical proposals to erase 
an inequity in current law on the computation of a Reserve officer's 
date of rank when he is ordered to active duty. In category 5—the 
amendments in this category are also technical in nature. The Army 
proposal will allow WAC officers to be promoted to fill unit positions 
in the same manner as their male counterparts. The Air Force pro- 
posal clarifies and simplifies the procedures for selection of officers 
for promotion to fill unit and individual mobilization position 
vacancies. 

In category 6 there are two amendments, identical this time for the 
Navy and the Air Force, and also identical to the provision already 
in the Army subtitle. This is a protective device to allow the delay, 
without prejudice, of the promotion of an officer who is under investi- 
gation or awaiting trial by court martial. This provision, as I men- 
tioned before, is already a part of law in the—— 

Mr. Rivers. The same as it is for Regular. 

Colonel Brackxerr. Virtually the same, yes, sir. 

Category 7 contains a group of mea eel amendments, some 
technical, in regard to the attrition clauses of ROPA. First, the 
Army has a proposal which is related to those in category 9 which | 
will diseuss in a moment, and will allow, if approved by the appro- 
priate authority, an officer to decline a mandatory promotion in order 
to stay in his unit assignment. The Air Force proposals would allow 
the retention of an officer serving as an adjutant general of the Na- 
tional Guard who is not earlier separated by other provisions until 
he reaches age 64. The Army already has this provision in the law— 
again a case of where we are trying to achieve uniformity, sir. 

Mr. Statrnsuek. Colonel, I would like to interrupt you there. 
Colonel Brackett is addressing himself to a situation where a unit 
officer has been offered a promotion, but declines his promotion be- 
cause acceptance of the promotion will result in his being transferred 
out of the unit, out of drill pay status. Does the Department of De- 
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fense bill contain any statement as to what will happen to him pros- 
pectively if he declines promotion ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. This relates to the Army. No; it does not. If 
you need a further explanation, the Army perhaps can give it. 

Colonel Eacteron. The Army proposes that the officer will be con- 
sidered on a mandatory basis, as you know. He may accept a promo- 
tion and move up to a higher position in the same unit or not accept 
the promotion, with the approval of the Secretary of the Army, and 
remain in his lower grade in the unit. 

If he declines, we will propose that he will again be considered 
next year for promotion. He may then again decline. 

Mr. SvarinsneK. Will he then be treated as twice passed over at 
this time? 

Colonel Eaairron. No, sir; these declinations are not counted as 
passovers, sir. The Secretary of the Army will have flexibility in 
this. He may approve the declination of an officer for the number 
of times he thinks appropriate for the job he has, his position in the 
unit, and so on. 

Mr. Svatinsnek. What you are saying, Colonel, if I can interpo- 
late, is that you do by administrative regulation what isn’t stated in 
the law. In other words, you would fill in the area. 

Colonel Eggirron. That's right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. In that connection, if he continues to hold out and is 
approved by the Secretary—that is what you are saying—— 

Colonel Kecieton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. How does the fellow beneath him ever get over ? 

Colonel Eecieton. Sir, they are all considered at the same time—I 
mean the fellow in the same unit. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Eaaieron. Sir, the proposal is not to let this continue on 
for a great number of years. 

Mr. Rivers. If he turns it down two times, his days are really num- 
bered so far as his prestige of the Department is concerned. 

Colonel Egetrron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what you are trying to say / 

Colonel Eaaieton. Yes, sir. The Secretary can deny this request 
for declination, too, sir. 

Mr. Wamrter. Mr. Chairman, how much time is he allowed to ac- 
cept that promotion / 
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Mr. Rivers. That is administrative, too. 

Colonel Eeeieron. Sir, that has not been determined yet. 1 would 
say a reasonable period of time—90 days. 

Mr. Rivers. We will have to cross that bridge when we get to it. 
We may have to write something on that. 

Mrs. Sv. Georce. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question! Is this 
a very frequent occurrence? Is this a very unusual, exceptional thing 
when someone declines a promotion ¢ 

Colonel Eaeieron. I would say it would be, ma’am; yes. This of 
course would be something new. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. We are not talking about hundreds of thousands 
of people here, are we¢ We are talking about a very, very great 
exception, I would suppose. 

Colonel Eaciteron. It would be very few people, ma’am. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s go to the next category. 

Colonel Brackerr. Category 8 has been discussed on several occa- 
sions already. It contains the three important amendments for the 
Department of the Army to put unit officers into the nonunit system. 
This is designed to solve the major problem of lack of attrition and 
promotion opportunity. Mr. Milton went into that in some detail. 

Mr. Rivers. That takes care of the unit and nonunit problem now 
confronting us. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. I don’t think I need to cover that any 
more because it has been covered quite extensively. 

Category 9 contains a number of technical amendments having to 
do with correcting certain deficiencies or inequities in determining 
promotion eligibility and related matters. The Air Force proposal 
to eliminate the pusher clause, which we have discussed before, is 
probably the most important of these. The others again, I think, 
can best be considered one at a time when they are reached in the bill. 

The same is true in regard to those in category X, the miscellaneous 
portion. The chart, I think, speaks for itself. 

This, Mr. Chairman, concludes this portion of the Defense Depart- 
ment briefing. We stand ready at any time to assist you in the action 
of going through this bill, section by section. We can leave this chart 
up for the remainder of the hearings if you would like to have it, and 
I have furnished Mr. Slatinshek mimeographed copies of this chart 
which I believe he has passed to you. Also I have furnished him a list- 
ing of all of the amendments that are under consideration in the 
Ramseyer, which might be of some help in going through the Ram- 
seyer. 
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(The list referred to is as follows:) 


AMENDMENTS TO ROPA 


In 86-69 only (H.R. 7325): In both identical: H.R. 5083 (provisions not 
5383 (a) 281 contained in H.R. 
5414 1006(e) 7325) : 

5458 3352(a) 1007 
5505 3353 (a) 1374(a) 
5600 3383 (b) 3218 
5899 3389 3359 
5902 3494 3360(a) 
6391 3571 (a) (3) 3375 
3841 (repeal) 3853 
3842 (repeal) 3854 
3843 (b) 8218 
3844 8366(c) and (e) 
3849 (repeal) 8373(b) 
8353 8375(a) 
8361 8377 (b) 
8366(f) 8396 
8368 8851 
8370 8852 
8372(b) 8853 
8376 8854 
8380 See. 21, Public Law 
8494 85-861 
8571 (a) (3) Sec. 28, Public Law 
8841 (repeal) 85-861 
8842 (repeal) Sec. 8 of H.R. 5083 
8844 


8849 (repeal) 

14 U.S.C. 773 

Sec.-20, Public Law 

85-861 
Sec. 22, Public Law 
85-861 
Sec. 5 of bill 
Different provisions 

(changes common to 
both bills but): 

123 

3212 

3364 

3366 

3367 

3370 

3391 

3847 

3848 

3851 

3852 

8212 

8363 

8819 

8847 

8848 


Colonel Brackerr. It lists in column 1 those that are in H.R. 7325 
only. In the separate column we have those that are in both H.R. 
7325 and 5083, broken down in two categories, those which are identi- 

cal, and those that differ in some respects. 

In the fourth column we have all of the amendments that are in 
H.R. 5083 that are not in H.R. 7325. 
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Mr. Rivers. Our analysis of the bill takes care of the Ramseyer re- 
quirements, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. SiatinsuHek. Yes,sir. I don’t know whether you had reference 
to this handout I have just passed out to members of the committee, 
but what was endeavored to be accomplished in this handout was an 
analysis of the essential differences between the two bills when you 
reach a specific section. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. It will be very helpful. 

Are there any questions from any members of the committee of the 
colonel at this point ? 

Mr. Morris. You are going to analyze these differences, are you, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Brackerr. I will be glad to do so, or the specialists in the 
Army or the Navy. 

Mr. Morris. Or someone, Mr. Chairman, just this one thing which 
I think is extremely re veivere The colonel here is a man who has 
lived with this and probably knows more about it than anyone else 
from a technical standpoint—he and the counsel there. If he is going 
to analyze the difference—he or someone with him will analyze the 
(lifference, I think it would be a great help to us. Is that what is 
going to happen? 

Is someone here going to point out to us the difference between the 
H.R. 7325 and 5083¢ That is, a résumé of it in a short synopsis way ? 
Is that going to happen? Is that why you handed us this sheet? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. May I answer that, Mr. Chairman? What we 
propose to do with the permission of the chairman is to have repre- 
sentatives of ROA, the National Guard, and the Department of De- 
fense sit at this table, and we will begin a section by section reading 
of the bill and a comparison of the changes recommended in 5083 and 
7325. 

Then when we reach each particular section we can explain it and 
get the committee’s feelings on it. 

Mr. Rivers. That concludes the witnesses. I think the thing to do 
now is for us to go into executive session and excuse those who don’t 
have business with the committee and request that Colonel Brackett 
and his team, representatives of the ROA, representatives of the Na- 
tional Guard Association, and whom else do we want 

Mr. Statinsuek. The Air Force Association had appeared and I 
believe—— 

Mr. Rivers. Air Force Association, Colonel Wilson. Who else? 

Mr. Statinsuek. Mr. Creeger’s organization, the General Commis- 
sion on Chaplains. 

Mr. Rivers. The rest we will excuse. I think before we go on the 
floor we could probably read the first section this morning and get 
that behind us and get as much done toward writing up this bill as 
possible. 

So anybody who doesn’t have any business with the committee and 
those whom I have not mentioned, we will be glad to excuse. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the subcommittee went into executive 
session. ) 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscomMirree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June 10,1959. 

The subcommittee met at 11:15 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. ; 

Mr. Rivers. We will start off reading H.R. 7325, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SiatinsHexk. Yes,sir. [ Reading: | 

H.R. 7325 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) The table in section 123(a) is amended— 

(A) by inserting the figure “281” before the figure “592”; and 
(B) by striking out the figures “3841”, ‘3842’, “3849", “8841”, “S542”, 
and “8849”. 

Clause 1 is a technical amendment, Mr. Chairman, to section 123 
of title 10 relating to the authority of the President to suspend certain 
provisions of title 10 to strike out references to sections repealed by 
this act and reflect the addition by this act of one new section. 

If it please the Chair, I would like Mr. Minor to address himself 
to the change recommended in the Department bill and the compara- 
ble change recommended in 5083. Both these sections are reflected 
in page 4 of our Ramseyer, and are actually simply technical in nature. 
They are based upon all the changes that occur subsequently in the 
bill. 

Am I correct, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Minor. That’s correct. The reason for the inconsistency in 
the size of the two amendments is due to the fact that in H.R. 5083 
there are several more changes made than in 7325. Therefore the 
amendment would have been too complicated unless the whole section 
were restated because more sections are affected. 

Mr. Rivers. In bill 5083 there must be 40 or 50 sections. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. They are all as set forth in the far left 
column. The section is as it appears today. H.R. 5083 would effect 
some 10 or 15 amendments to the sections which the President may 
suspend in time of war. 

More sections are added to title 10 by H.R. 5083 and more sections 
are changed; so instead of making each one of those specific, we 
thought it would be better to set forth the whole thing. Otherwise 
we would have a sprinkling of numbers all over the page. 

On bill 7325 there are only some six changes, and it was much easier 
to make them specifically rather than set forth the whole thing. They 
both amount to the same thing exactly. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek has called to my attention that 5083 
is a more comprehensive exposition of the subject under discussion 
and that it would serve the illumination of the committee better if we 
were to consider 5083 and then refer to the changes as they appear 
in 7325. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. How does that sound to the committee? Do I hear a 
motion that we direct our consideration to 5083 with that explanation ¢ 

Mr. Paine. I make such a motion. 
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Mr. Morris. I second it. 

Mr. Rivers. All those in favor of the motion which has been made 
and duly seconded, say “Aye.” 

(Chorus of “ayes.” ) 

Mr. Rivers. Those opposed ¢ 

(There were none. ) 

Mr. Rivers. By unanimous vote we Ww ill take up 5083 and then refer 
to the changes as they Vy appear in 7325. Go wile Mr. Slatinshek. 
Mr. Siarinsuexk | reading :] 


(2) Chapter 11 is amended— 


Mr. Sr. Grorce. One moment, Mr. Chairman. Might I ask this 
question. Are we adopting H.R. 5083, this first section A, with all 
these numbers, in place of bills very much more—— 

Mr. Statinsuek. That is correct, Mrs. St. George. Actually, as 
a matter of understanding this section, it should properly come last, 
since it incorporates the changes that will occur in the bill. So it is 
in the nature of a purely technical amendment—no substantive change. 

My recommendation is, because of the size of these two bills, that 
we consider 5083 and refer to 7325 when it has language that is differ- 
ent or other than this, or is not as complete, and explain the difference 
and then have the committee resolve it and decide what langauge they 
do want—rather than start with 7325 and move over to 5083. 

Mrs. Sr. Greorer. I understand that, but we are passing right over 
this now 

Mr. Minor. It is necessary to pass over this one at this time because 
actually this will reflect all the rest of the actions the committee will 
have taken when it is through. This will be the last thing we change 
because it is the section that reflects everything else that is in the bill. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. In other words, Mr. Chairman, we are coming back 
to this section. We are not passing it at the present time! This 
seems very cumbersome to me. 

Mr. Puitery. This contains the amendments that will be contained 
in the bill and will be considered after we go through all those amend- 
ments. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a very fine observation, Mrs. St. George. If 
it would help the members of the committee, we can get the bills and 
have a copy before each member. 

Mr. Suatinsuek. Rather than this? All right, sir, we can do that. 
Do you wish me to do that right now ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Have you got them / 

Mr. Statinsuek. I will have my girl get them. 

Mr. Rivers. I think it was necessary to get that motion, Mr. Minor, 
so that we know where we stand to start. I will say this for the com- 
mittee. Any time we want to refer back to any section, we will. 

Mr. Minor. I might mention, Mr. Chairman, there are several sec- 
tions in this bill, technical in nature, the final outcome of which will 
depend upon the action you take with regard to the substantive section. 
We will be hitting this problem several times. 

Mr. Rivers. This isa complicated bill and very technical. 

Mr. Statinsuex. Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons we thought 
it would be best to analyze these bills in the manner in which you 
have this document before you now is because it will reflect the fact 
that in many areas—in most areas—they are absolutely identical. 
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It will make it a little simpler for the committee to utilize the com- 
mittee print which, in addition to H.R. 7825 and H.R. 5083, also 
contains existing law and a detailed sectional analysis of each change 
proposed. 

Mr. Rivers. You go ahead. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. I am reading now H.R. 5083, moving to: 

(2) Chapter 11 is amended— 

(A) by adding the following new section after section 280: 

“Sec. 281. Adjutants general and assistant adjutants general: reference to 
other officers of National Guard 

“In any case in which, under the laws of a State or Territory, Puerto Rico, 
the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia, an officer of the National Guard 
of that jurisdiction, other than the adjutant general or an assistant adjutant 
general, normally performs the duties of that office, the reference in section 
1002(¢), 3218, 3364, 3870(d), 3392, 3845, 3851, 3852, 8218, 8844, 8845, 8851, or 
S852 of this title to the adjutant general or the assistant adjutant general 
shall be applied to that officer instead of to the adjutant general or assistant 
adjutant general.” : and 

(B) by adding the following new item at the end of the analysis: 

“981, Adjutants general and assistant adjutants general: reference to other 
officers of National Guard.” 

This again is a clarifying change. Mr. Minor, could you explain 
it? 

Mr. Minor. This is exactly the same in both bills. With the ex- 
ception of the section numbers affected, the substance is the same in 
both bills. The purpose of it is to authorize in some States an officer 
other than the adjutant general—an example is given in the middle 
column. In the District of Columbia, for example, the commanding 
general of the District of Columbia National Guard, and in New 
Jersey it would be the chief of staff of the New Jersey National 
Guard: 

The third column says: 

In several sections of titles 10 and 32, United States Code are special pro- 
visions relating to the authority, responsibility or perquisites of “adjutant gen- 
eral” or “assistant adjutants general.” However, not all States give this title 
to officers holding positions with the same duties, but call them by another 
designation. The purpose of this section is to make it clear that these various 
provisions apply equally to such officers. 

Colonel Brackerr. This was recommended by the National Guard 
Association, sir. You will note that in this case both bills are identi- 
cal—7325 and 5083—in substance. 

Mr. Rivers. This is a substantive change. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Statinsuek. Mr. Chairman, may I ask whether or not the 
committee could act on this section as it is presently written now, 
as we go along so as not to make it necessary to repeat reading 
these ? 

Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee? Are there any 
questions on it? Mrs. St. George, are you clear on that? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I am perfectly clear now, thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t want anybody to be unclear. This is awfully 
technical. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. The question I asked was about the difference in 
numbers, but that has been satisfactorily explained. The two bills 
are different. 








2194 





Colonel Bracxerr. That again will have to be changed. The num- 
bers will have to be changed depending on the final shape of the 
bill. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state there that I think 
the committee understands that when we get through with the bill, 
all numbers will be correlated throughout the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. That’s right. That will be necessary. I think when 
we get all of our amendments into the bill, we are going to introduce 
a clean bill anyway. 

Without objection, the foregoing will be approved as read, so that 
will lay the groundwork for the future consideration of the subsequent 
sections. 

Now, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

(3) Chapter 51 as amended— 

(A) by striking out the figures “3849,” and “8849,” in section 1006(e) ; 

Mr. Minor. This is a purely technical amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
to remove references to two sections which this act will repeal. Both 
of these sections—— 

Colonel Bracxetr. Have to do with the elimination of nurses. 

Mr. Minor. This section could be passed because the substantive 
question of the repeal of these sections will come up at the point 
where they are repealed. This is just to remove reference to them in 
an earlier section. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. The next section ? 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Mr. Minor, will you read it ? 

Mr. Rivers. We go over to page 7, Mr. Minor, of the large analysis. 
Mr. Mrnor (reading) : 

(B) by amending section 1007 to read as follows: 


“Sec. 1007. Commissioned officers: retention in active status while assigned 
to Selective Service System or serving as U.S. property and fiscal officers. 


“Notwithstanding chapters 337, 363, 573, 873, and 863 of this title, a Reserve- 


commissioned officer, other than a commissioned warrant officer, who is as- 


signed to the Selective Service System or who is a property and fiscal efficer 


appointed, designated, or detailed under section 708 of title 32, may be retained 

in an active status in that assignment or position until he becomes 60 years of 

age.” ; and 

(C) by striking out the following item from the analysis: 

“1007. Commissioned officers: retention in active status while assigned to 
Selective Service System.” 

and inserting the following new item in place thereof : 

“1007. Commissioned officers: retention in active status while assigned to Se- 
lective Service System or serving as U.S. property and fiscal officers.” 


Mr. Chairman, this section is presently in title 10 of the United 
States Code with relation to selective service officers. The change is to 


insert the words “or who is a property and fiscal officer appointed, 


designated, or detailed under section 708 of title 32.” In other words, 
the section will authorize the retention in an active status, regardless 
of any attritive provisions of ROPA, of Selective Service System of- 
ficers who are presently in that category and would add a new group 
who also would not be subject to those sections—and that would be U.S. 
property and fiscal officers who are National Guard officers appointed, 
designated, or detailed under title 32 of the United States Code. 

Mr. Rivers. Didn’t we have some discussion in one of the subcom- 
mittees on that ? 








ee 
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Mr. Statrnsuek. I believe Mr. Winstead might have asked some 
questions of the National Guard people on that question. 

Mr. Rivers. Why did the budget cut that out? 

Colonel Brackerr. The essence of the reason was twofold : One, that 
it can be pretty generally handled administratively by the services 
and legislation is not needed. ‘These are officers who are on extended 
active duty. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that the only excuse they gave—that it may be done 
administratively ? 

Colonel Brackerr. That was not part of it. They objected to it 
largely as discriminatory in favor of 52 individuals, and felt that it 
should not be enacted into law. So it is under consideration within 
the Department as to whether we shall rebut it or not. 

Mr. Rivers. If these 52 officers were attrited out because of one rea- 
son or another, this would not have any force and effect anyway. Is 
that right ¢ 

Mr. SLaTINsSHEK. No, sir; this would become a permanent exclusion 
from the attrition features of ROPA for this group of officers. 

Mr. Rivers. Whenever they are out, they are finished. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. No, sir; they would be replaced, of course, by 
other officers as property and fiscal officers in the various State guard 
units, and they too would not be subject to elimination until age 60. 

Mr. Minor. This, Mr. Chairman, provides that, regardless of how 
many times they have been passed over, regardless of whether they 
have reached the length of service that would force them out, or regard- 
less of whether they have reached the age that would put them out, 
they may be retained until age 60. 

Selective service officers presently enjoy that privilege. This was 
a National Guard-recommended amendment to provide exactly the 
same right for property and fiscal officers. 

It might be well to defer this, Mr. Chairman, until a representative 
of the National Guard is here to explain it in more detail to you. 

Mr. Rivers. I think we should, because we don’t want to do some- 
thing that is not good for the troops down the line. The whole theory 
of these things is that the fellows down below have an opportunity 
for promotion and going up the ladder. Is that right, Colonel Boyer / 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question of counsel. He 
reads “such selective service officers may be retained.” Do you con- 
sider the word there “may” to be mandatory, or could it be handled 
administratively ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. It is permissive. 

Mr. Morrts. It would be permissive, would it not? Then you 
wouldn't say they were forced to keep them ¢ 

Mr. Minor. I might say there, though, Mr. Morris, generally pro- 
visions that are in law like this usually represent the desires of Con- 
vress, and the services do their best to try to put these things into 
effect once they are in the law—even though they are stated in a 
permissive fashion. 

So, it being in the law, we would be bound to give more considera- 
tion to it than if it were not. That is the only consideration we would 
have, 
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Mr. Morrts. I can understand that. If Congress has expressed its 
will, the administrative departments, whether in the Army or any- 
where else, should follow the will of Congress as long as it is consti- 
tutional law. 

But where Congress itself says that they may, then that is not a 
mandatory direction on the part of Congress, but Congress itself has 
said that they have permission. 

Mr. Minor. That is entirely correct, sir, as a matter of law. But | 
think as a matter of administration generally we try to go along with 
things which are stated this way, and they do them wherever possible. 

So we consider it not a mandate, but more in the nature of “Here is 
something that probably should be done. In any ec: ase, you can pos- 
sibly do it.” It being in the law means we have to give some consid- 
eration more to it than we would if it were not in. 

However, I can’t justify this section because it isn’t in our bill, and 
I think the representative of the National Guard Association would 
be the only one who could speak to it in the proper manner. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Statinsnek. The argument put forth by the National Guard 
briefly is this, that they require fairly senior officers, both in grade 
and in age, as properiy and fiscal officers so they have a sense of 
responsibility and maturity. Often enough these officers would be, 
by virtue of present attrition features in ROPA, cut off prior to 
retirement; so, therefore, many of them would probably not desire 
to be in this position. 

Consequently, they felt that this group should be excepted from the 
attrition features of ROPA. The Bureau of the Budget probably 
objects to it because, as a matter of principle, they probably object to 
any exclusions to the general rule. 

This is a group, and perhaps another group will come forth with 
perhaps somewhat 

Mr. Rivers. We will pass over this until we get a further expla- 
nation. 

Mr. Anprerson. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman’ How many 
such are there in there ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Fifty-two. 

Mr. Anperson. Is that the full number of slots that there are / 

Mr. Minor. Each State and Territory, Mr. Anderson, has one. 

Colonel Brackett. The property and fiscal officer is "responsible for 
all Federal property and money in the hands of the National Guard 
of each State or Territory. Of course, he has a staff working for him, 
but this refers only to the man at the head, the official property and 
fiscal officer. 

Mr. Rivers. We will re over that until we get a further expla- 
nation. Why isn’t the National Guard representative up here this 
morning ¢ 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Sir, apparently he didn’t get the word. 

Mr. Rivers. Whose fault is that—mine / 

Mr. SLaTiInsHek. It would have been mine, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We should have let him know. We will have him up 
here tomorrow. Who is that—General Strauss / 

Mr. SLaTINsSHEK. General Strauss. 

Mr. Rivers. Tell the general to get up here tomorrow. 
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Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Boyer. I asked the Air Force representative to go and 
phone General Strauss a minute ago, and he is probably on his way 
up here. 

Mr. Rivers. What about Colonel Wilson? Why aren’t you up at 
the table, sir? 

Colonel Wiison. I didn’t see a chair. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to get all the assistance we can. 

Gio ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

(4) Section 1374(a) is amended by striking out the words “is found to be 
incapacitated for service because of a physical disability and is transferred 
to the Retired Reserve,” and inserting the following in place thereof: “is trans- 
ferred to the Retired Reserve, except under section 1002 of this title.” 

Clause 4 amends section 1374(a) of title 10 to remove the limitation 
that, upon transfer to the Retired Reserve, a Reserve officer attains 
the grade for which he has been recommended only in those cases 
where the transfer was the result of physical disability. The privi- 
lege of transfer in a higher grade, however, will not apply to those 
Reserves transferred under section 1002 of title 10, for failure of par- 
ticipation. 

The ROA supported this change also. Perhaps Colonel Boyer can 
address himself to that. 

Colonel Borger. Mr. Chairman, when a Reserve officer who is rec- 
ommended for promotion under the present law he has to take a phys- 
ical examination, and if he is found physically incapacitated, he is 
promoted in the Retired Reserve to that grade. 

When the forced attrition features of ROPA become effective the 
ist of July 1960, this is going to happen to a great many officers. Offi- 
cers, say, of lieutenant colonel must have so many years in grade and 
so many years of commissioned service to be considered for colonel. 

let’s say on the 4th of October 1960, he will qualify to be pro- 
moted. That being true, his name will be placed before a promotion 
board in 1959. If he is found best qualified and recommended, he will 
be promoted on the ist of July 1960. But unfortunately he is going 
to hit his 28 years’ total commissioned service prior to the ist of 
July, 1960, so he must be transferred to the Retired Reserve before 
he gets his promotion. 

So by having this feature in here, he will be treated the same as the 
man who fell down on his physical, and he will be promoted in the 
Retired Reserve and get the promotion he deserves, 

Mr. Rivers. Do you regard this as an important feature in this bill / 

Colonel Boyer. From a morale standpoint: and it costs the Gov- 
ernment nothing. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the subcommittee? Without 
objection. 

Colonel Eaeirron. Sir, if I may, the Army still has this matter 
under study. It is quite true what Colonel Boyer pointed out, that this 
could happen. But the officer himself is not fully qualified for the 
promotion. He hasn’t achieved the number of years of service re- 
quired. 

The Army feels it should be allowed to restudy this matter, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. They can study it until the time we get this bill to 
the floor. Do you think they will come to a decision any time soon ‘ 
They studied it pretty well before this thing got over to the Budget. 
If the Budget hadn’t cut it out, do you think they would have been 
still studying on their own ¢ 

Colonel Eceieton. This was in the DOD bill. 

Mr. Rivers. I say if it hadn’t been for the Budget, they would not 
have been restudying it, would they ¢ 

Colonel Eeeireron. We might have, sir. I think we would have, 
sir. 
Mr. SiatinsHek. This was in the DOD bill. 

Colonel Eceieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SLatrnsHEK. The Army approved that draft ? 

Colonel Eaaieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Probably the Navy and Air Force made you accept it, 
but you didn’t want to accept it to start with / 

Colonel Eecieton. No, sir; that’s not true. 

Mr. Rivers. If you finish before we get to the floor with this bill, we 
will consider it. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, just a minute. What is the objec- 
tion that you would have to it? 

Colonel Eeciteron. The example Colonel Boyer 

Mr. Winsteap. In other words, is this going to open the door for 
something else next year, where we will just get all confused‘ I am 
getting tired passing something this year and we didn’t get it right 
and next year we have to open to something else, and we have got to 
do something next year, and the first thing we don’t know where we 
are going. 

Colonel Eecieton. A lieutenant colonel must have 19 years of serv- 
ice to be promoted to full colonel. This proposal would allow him to 
be promoted at 1814 years or less if he had been considered and selected 
by the promotion board and then transferred to the Retired Reserve 
before his 19 years were up. 

Mr. WinstTeap. That costs nothing. It is just a half a year less serv- 
ice. He is in the Inactive Reserve unless we really get into an all- 
out conflict. 

Colonel Eecieron. It may cost in later years, sir, in that he would 
be transferred to the Retired Reserve in this new grade. Several of 
them may accept the retired pay at the rate it is presently prescribed, 
but others may take it to court and seek pay at the highest grade in 
which retired, which would be a colonel. That would increase our 
retired costs considerably. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what was behind your reason to restudy it? 

Colonel Eeeieron. Yes, sir. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. What would be the advantage if they are retiring 
in a higher grade if they don’t get higher pay? I don’t quite under- 
stand that. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, the law today provides that this man, 
who would undoubtedly go for what we call title III Reserve retire- 
ment at age 60—that this man’s retired pay would be based on the 
highest grade he held satisfactorily. 

Mr. Rivers. Satisfactorily held. 
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Mr. Minor. Under present interpretation—I think this is what the 
colonel has in mind—we do not consider this grade held in the Retired 
Reserve as the grade held satisfactorily. He, I think, has reference 
to the fact that somebody might beat that opinion in the Court of 
Claims and that that would eventually add some cost to the bill. 

That is conjectural. I can’t answer it one way or the other. 

Mr. Winsteap. Could we put language in there that would settle 
that question ? 

Mr. Minor. It would be hard for this reason, that even though this 
man is in the Retired Reserve, there is another provision of law that 
says a member of the Retired Reserve may be ordered to active duty 
in time of war; and if he did serve in time of war in the higher grade, 
we would have to give him that retired grade. 

You could put some language in, but it would have to be fairly 
complicated, to the effect that unless he served later and so forth— 
I don’t quite know how to do it right now. It could be done. 

Colonel Borer. It looks to me like we are making a mountain out 
of a molehill. We are doing it right now for a man who is physically 
disqualified. We throw him over into the Retired Reserve for this 
advanced grade. Why don’t we do it for other people? 

We are shutting the door in his face and forcing him out when he 
almost has the apple in his mouth. So it is a technical point they 
have raised here that to me isn’t worthy of consideration. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. Let’s go to 1232. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

(5) Section 3212 is amended by inserting the following immediately before 
the period at the end of the first sentence: “, and to the extent necessary to allow 
the appointment of Reserve officers to fill prescribed mobilization or active 
duty requirements”, 

This is similar to the change made in the Department of Defense 
bill. Mr. Minor, can you address yourself to that ? 

Mr. Minor. This is probably the most important single section 
in the bill—it and its Air Force counterpart. 

This is the section that would authorize the lifting of ceilings to 
give effect to unit promotions which are now frozen. I inight state 
that due to a complication in the original ROPA, there is a difference 
between the way the Army language was written and the way the Air 
Force language was written. 

The Air Force is of the opinion clearly that it cannot make these 
unit promotions today regardless of the ceilings. There is an am- 
biguity in the Army law, and it isn’t perfectly clear as to whether they 
can or not. 

The effect of this bill would be to remove the ambiguity from the 
Army law and state positively they can. The counterpart section 
of this for the Air Force would state positively that the Air Force 
can make these promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. What is wrong with it ? 

Mr. Mrnor. Nothing is wrong, sir. The only difference between 
the two bills in this respect. at all is that 7325 has a 2-year limitation 
on this; 5083 makes this a permanent provision of law. That is the 
only difference. 
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Mr. Rivers. If this works a hardship, they will come back; and 
since it now does present such a difficulty in these unit and nonunit 
promotions, this without a limitation would be the better. 

What about that, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. I feel personally that what will occur is that with- 
in-2 years the Department will be back and request that the time limi- 
tation be eliminated. So you are probably going to accomplish that 
right now if you simply adopt the 5083 language. 

Colonel Bracxerr. I think that is the reason the 2-year limitation 
was put on by the Bureau of the Budget and is currently supported 
by the Department of Defense—was that they realized there would 
probably be other things we would have to come back on. We don’t 
want to get a wide-open door for the expansion of the numbers in 
grades and should exercise a great deal of caution. 

Colonel Boysrr. I just want to say we support the provisions of 
5083 without this 2-year limitation. 

Mr. Rivers. We are in a roundtable discussion now. I want any 
member of the committee to ask questions. 

Mr. Anpgrson. On the way this situation will operate, assuming 
that nonunit officers are promoted up to the full grade structure limi- 
tation on numbers and grade, then under this particular provision we 
are permitted to promote some other people in units. Will those 
promotions then serve as a damper on further promotions / 

Mr. Minor. Sir, this couples with the pusher clause revision in 
the Air Force title in which we remove that, which will mean that, 
except for unit promotions in the Air Force—I am speaking only 
of the Air Force, the Air Force alone—officers will be mandatorially 
considered for promotion at certain phase points in their career, 
ordinarily 7, 14, and 21 years for promotion to captain, major, and 
lieutenant colonel, sono yun f 

They may be promoted to fill vacancies if there are any in the over- 
all structure under another provision, but that will not be used as 
long as we are overstrength, of course. 

he only other type of promotion that would then be available 
with this provision in the law would be the promotion of unit officers 
to fill TO vacancies. This will not have any effect on the overall 
number except to this extent, that we will not make any promotions 
to fill vacancies as long as we are up to strength in nonunit officers. 

So this will not have any effect on the promotion of unit officers, 
as such, other than to open the door for them to fill vacancies, 

Mr. Anperson. I mean is the grade structure of nonunit officers 
completely separate ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. In all services. 

Mr. Rivers. What is does do, if I understand correctly, is it doesn’t 
box in the unit officers. 

Colonel Brackerr. That is exactly the provisions in this case. 

Mr. Anverson. I understood that. But what I was interested in 
was whether this in turn might have a dampening effect upon nonunit 
officers. 

Mr. Rivers. This will take out the prohibition in the law. 
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Mr. Minor. I might read this in context, Mr. Chairman. It might 
clarify it a little bit. The section that this would amend states this: 
The authorized strength in any Regular or Reserve grade is automatically 
increased to the minimum extent necessary to give effect to each appointment 
made in that grade— ; 
under certain sections listed. 

Then this would add to this effect : 

The authorized strength in any Reserve grade is automatically increased to 
the extent necessary to allow— 
and this is not something that we do. This is a raising of the strength 
figures, automatic. 

So, of course, this does not force us to make any promotions and 
it doesn’t say we have to. It merely says that if promotions have to 
be made, the strength figure automatically goes up in order to allow 
those promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. If we do nothing else in this bill than amend that unit 
prohibition, plus the pusher, that will do an awful lot to improve 
the morale. 

Colonel Brackxert. In the Army’s unit and nonunit promotions. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I say. We ought to strive to do some- 
thing about those. However, will this hurt the nonunit officer? 

Mr. Siatinsuexk. No, sir, it will not hurt the nonunit officer be- 
cause of course he is mandatorily considered and the grade limita- 
tions do not decrease his opportunity for promotion at mandatory 
consideration. 

Mr. Minor. If he is mandatorily considered and selected for pro- 
motion, the nonunit officer will be promoted regardless of vacancies. 

Mr. Statrnsuex. I think the only thing the committee should per- 
haps be really concerned with at this stage of the game is the admin- 
istration of this provision. It is theoretically possible for these vari- 
ous services to, if I may use the expression, play musical chairs on 
promotion—in other words, shove officers into units just long enough 
to get them promoted and then replace them with other officers. 

I imagine the committee would go on record as indicating to the 
Departments that they will scrutinize that possibility very carefully. 

Mr. Rivers. That is not what the committee has in mind. In the 
interpretation of any act of Congress, the intent of Congress is not 
reflected when the bill is not completely and perfectly clear. The dis- 
ose of the committee goes to the interpretation. Am I right, Mr. 

inor ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Because the Department always wants to carry out the 
intent of Congress, doesn’t it ? 

Colonel Brackett. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Anverson. There is a related point, Mr. Chairman, and I am 
not sure this is the appropriate place. It refers to general officers 
and particularly those in the Air Force. In the Army, almost all 
the general officers’ slots are in this particular category, mobilization 
or active duty requirements. That is my understanding, that the 
Air Force is not set up specifically with all, possibly not any part of 
them, of their general officer slots as part of this list. So I would 
like an explanation. 
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Mr. Mrwor. Sir, this only goes up to the grade of lieutenant colonel 
actually here. The ease fl problem will 
Mr. Anverson. I will reserve any further questions on it until we 
come to that section. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I call your attention to the fact that 
the language is very similar in this as it was in the situation that 
I called attention to about a while ago. 


And to the extent necessary to allow the appointment of a Reserve officer. 


There is no mandatory provision there that says it should be allowed. 
Of course maybe that is the way they use the language all the way 
through, but actually even if this is adopted, we can’t be certain. 
As a matter of fact it hasn’t gone into effect yet, has it ? 

Colonel Borer. The attrition figures for length of service haven’t 
gone into effect yet. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr, SiaTiINsHEK. Is it the desire of the committee to adopt the lan- 
gauge in 5083 without the time limitation ? 

Mr. Anpverson. I so move, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Page 9, item 6—— 

Mr. Rivers. We have got this tobacco bill on the floor. Do you 
think we should run until 12 o’clock? What is the pleasure of the 
subcommittee ? 

Let’s run until 12 and then we will meet again tomorrow and see 
what we can do. 

Mr. SuatrinsueK. On page 9, item 6, section 3218 as amended by 
striking out the words “and those serving in the National Guard Bu- 
reau” and inserting the following in place thereof “those serving in 
the National Guard Bureau and those promoted under section 3389 
of this title.” 

Clause 6 amends section 3218 to provide that Reserve officers who are 
promoted under section 3389 temporary promotions on active duty 
to general officer grades are not counted against the authorized strength 
of Thecarve generals. 

Mr. Rivers. That is in the National Guard Bureau. 

Mr. Minor. No, sir; today Army National Guard and Air National 
Guard officers on active duty in the National Guard Bureau do not 
count against the authorized number of generals. This amendment 
would also say to the Army, “You don’t count temporary general offi- 
cers on active duty against your strength.” The National Guard is 
always in the law. This goes one step further and adds Reserve 
officers temporarily promoted to general officer grades. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that the same in both bills? 

Mr. Minor. No, sir; this is not in 7325. 

Mr. Rivers. Will it cost anything? 

Mr. Mrnor. I would rather have the Army explain that. It is a 
more technical problem. 

Mr. Rivers. What about it, Colonel Eggleton ? 

Colonel Eeateron. I don’t believe so, sir. I cant think of any costs. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Was this a recommendation of the Department of 
the Army prior to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Rivers. That would help you, wouldn’t it? 

Colonel Eceteron. Yes, sir. 








man A te ae 


> ae Ahi ak a 








. a el 








2203 


Mr. Rivers. Without objection. Next. 

Mr. SuatTinsHEK. Item 7, the last sentence of section 3323 is amended 
by striking out the word “Regular” and inserting the words “tem- 
porary, Regular” in place thereof. Clause 7 amends section 3352(a) 
to provide that a Reserve officer transferred from the Army National 
Guard of the United States to the Army Reserve may be advanced to 
the highest temporary grade previously held in the Army, if qualified 
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Minor. Sir, if I may explain that one, it is simply this. You 
may have an officer of the Army National Guard of the United States 
who for one reason or other dislocates from his unit or something 
like that, and must transfer to the Army Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. You speak of that as geographical ? 

Mr. Minor. That is one example. The present law says that he 
may have the highest regular or Reserve grade that he previously 
held. 

Mr. Rivers. Satisfactorily held. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. This would say that in addition to the high- 
est Regular or Reserve rate he previously held, he may have any 
higher temporary grade he previously held. 

r. Rivers. What is wrong with that ? 

Colonel Eaateron. Nothing, sir. __ . 

Colonel Brackett. That is in both bills, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. No objection. 

Mr. StartnsueK. Item 8 on page 10, section 3353(a) is amended by 
striking out the words “and is not already a commissioned officer of 
an armed force.” 

Mr, Rivers. That is in both bills, too ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s go, without objection. 

Mr. SiatTINsHEK. Item 9, section 3359 is amended (A) by striking 
out the word “Based” at the af ee | thereof and inserting the des- 
ignation “(a)” and the words “Except as provided in subsection (b), 
based” in place thereof and (B) by adding the following new sub- 
section at the end thereof : 

(B) A person who has served on active duty (other than for training) in any 
grade higher than the Reserve grade in which he may be appointed under sub- 
section (a) may be originally appointed as a Reserve officer of the Army in a 
Reserve grade equal to that higher grade. 

Clause 9(b) amends section 359 of title 10 by adding a new subsec- 
tion to permit a person who has served on active duty in a higher 
grade to be appointed in a grade equal to that higher grade, notwith- 
standing subsection (a). It also permits the cnediting of less service 
credit than the minimum credit prescribed in subsection (a), so that 
no person will receive greater credit than he would have received if 
he had continued to serve under the earlier appointment. 

Perhaps the Army can explain that. 

Colonel Eceteton. A typical case, sir, would be a Regular Army 
officer who, after serving his prescribed number of years upon gradua- 
tion from the Military Academy, resigns his commission and reverts 
to civilian life. He has been promoted temporarily to the grade of 
captain while on active duty, and he leaves the Regular Army in that 
capacity as a captain. 


2204 


After becoming a civilian for a few months he becomes interested 
again in the military and applies for a Reserve commission. He is 
accepted for a Reserve commission. According to our present law 
he must then be reappointed as a captain with 7 years of service. 

However, his contemporaries on active duty, and his classmates who 
continued to remain in the Army, are captains with only 4 years of 
service. So this officer, by obtaining a Reserve commission, gains 
3 years’ service on his contemporaries. 

We seek to amend that by this presentation right here, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. This gives the opportunity to get equality of oppor- 
tunity and doesn’t favor any particular one. Is that what it floes? 

Colonel Eaeteron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Proven wont Why do you suppose the Bureau of the Budget took 
at out 

Colonel Brackett. Sir, the Bureau of the Budget took that out be- 
cause they felt if it should be applied to the Army, it should be applied 
to the Air Force as well. The Air Force is taking it under study, but 
their present consideration is that our Air Force promotion list 
system—which is more closely related to the running-mate system of 
the Navy than the Army promotion system is, the Army Reserve pro- 
motion system—will throw our promotion list out of line. 

We have very serious doubts about its proper application to the Air 
Force. This is one case where it was felt that the Air Force and 
the Army should be different. For that reason, we didn’t have time 
to resolve it and it was deleted from the proposal, from 7327. 

Mr. Rivers. So rather than hurt the Air Force, the Bureau of the 
Budget felt that they would rather hurt the Army. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman, in connection with that, haven’t we 
got differences in the different branches of service? If we ever solve 
this thing, we have got to make some difference. 

Colonel Brackett. That is exactly the point, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. The Bureau of the Budget just cut it out because 
the Air Force didn’t need it. If they need it a we can put it in 
there. If it will help the Army, we can put it in there. 

Mr. Rivers. You have hit the nail on the head. The selection 
systems are different. 

Mr. Winsteap. Of course they are different. They have got to 
be different. 

Colonel Brackett. This is a case of where we have to make a judg- 
ment of uniformity within a service or between services. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of order that we 
end the session. 

Mr. Rivers. We will adjourn now until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
Thursday morning, 10 a.m., June 11, 1959.) 
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Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. 

We will continue consideration of H.R. 7325 as has been amended 
by the motion to consider H.R. 5083. So in effect we are considering 
5083 by actual amendment. 

Colonel Brackett, I understand you want to clarify the record on 
some inquiry that was made of you. 

Colonel Bracxerr. If I may, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yesterday you asked me the direct question to 
the effect if we are dealing today in these amendments with only the 
Reserve forces, but not the Reserve officers on active duty. To that 
I gave a categorical “Yes” answer. 

Mr. Rivers. What I meant to say was this bill is designed for the 
Reserves, not the active duty officers. 

Colonel Brackerr. That is the answer to which I gave you a cate- 
gorical “Yes.” I would like to explain just for a sentence or two why 
that categorical “Yes” is not in my mind true. 
wae Rivers. Explain to me where I am in error because I want to 

sure. 

Colonel Bracketrr. ROPA does affect Reserve officers of the Army 
and Reserve officers of the Air Force on active duty in their status as 
members of the Reserve. As a result, it has some corollary and some 
additional effects on active duty Reserve officers as Reserve officers. 

As a matter of fact, we will have a couple of technical amendments 
that have to do with the administration of Reserve officers on active 
duty as they are affected by this law. 

We do agree with you wholeheartedly that the primary purpose of 
ROPA and the primary purpose of these amendments and these hear- 
ings on these amendments is as it affects the Reserve forces themselves. 

Mr. Rivers. It is the structure and the makeup of the Reserves and 
its longtime application ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. But I wanted to make that point 
clear. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Fine. We temporarily passed over the changing of the 
fiscal officers contained on page 7 of the large book that we prepared 
here. We have General Strauss here from the National Guard. The 
general couldn’t be here yesterday when we were considering this. It 
affects the Army and the National Guard primarily, I would say. 

+ Sasa Strauss, we would like to have you tell us what changes this 
makes. 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I appreciate ve 
much the fact that you deferred this item until we were able to sabi 
to it. I would like to note for the record that this was in the original 
Defense Department bill that went to the Bureau of the Budget, as 
it now exists in 5083. It also affects officers of the Air National 
Guard, although they are few in number. 

U.S. property and fiscal officers perform a vital function for the 
Army National Guard and the Air National Guard for the Federal 
Government. Each is the accountable officer for all Federal property 
issued by the Army and Air Force to the National Guard and the 
Air National Guard in a State and Territory. 

Each U.S. property and fiscal officer must be a member of the 
Army National Guard or Air National Guard of his State on active 
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duty and assigned to his position at the request and with the concur- 
rence of the appropriate State or Territory authorities. 

; The grade of such officers is currently controlled pursuant to 
aw—— 

Mr. Rivers. Speak just a little louder, please, sir. 

General Srrauss. The grade of such officers is currently controlled 
pursuant to law by agreement between the Secretaries concerned. In 
the majority of cases these officers are serving in the grade of lieu- 
tenant colonel or colonel and are senior officers of long experience 
and mature judgment. 

Their importance to the guard program should not be underesti- 
mated. Their elimination from active status and coincidental release 
from active duty by virtue of the mandatory service and grade retire- 
ment provisions of the act which become effective under the present 
law on July 1, 1960, would be extremely detrimental to the guard 
program and increase the difficulties of obtaining qualified officers to 
serve in this capacity. 

The existing law already exempts those who are assigned to the 
Selective Service System from retirement or elimination “ virtue of 
the service and grade provisions of the act which become effective in 
1960, and also exempts civilian employees of the Air National Guard 
under the same conditions. 

Later in this bill you will find provisions which propose to exempt 
civilian employees of the Army National Guard under similar cir- 
cumstances and extend that exemption to civilian employees of the 
Air Force Reserve which has recently entered into a civilian employee 

rogram. 
‘ r. Rivers. What is the reason for that, General? Because of their 
peculiar qualifications ? 

Genera] Srravss. First of all, Mr. Chairman, these officers, being 
normally selected after they have attained the grade of lieutenant 
colonel because of their long experience in guard matters, and having 
been selected by the Governor of their State to perform this particular 
function—which is a dual function for the State and Federal Gov- 
ernment—they already have a great number of years of service. 

No officer, no individual, would be interested in giving up his 
civilian occupation exclusively to enter on active duty for a very brief 
period of years and then be subject to this particular requirement 
provision when he is actually never going to be transferred to any 
other job—and he is going to be on active duty in this job exclusively 
until he must retire. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the explanation. A man gives up his civilian 
pursuits and dedicates his talents to the military, and it follows that 
without that security he normally wouldn’t accept such an assignment. 

General Strauss. That is correct, sir. In other words, in order to 
get the qualified officers we need, we have to select the ones with long 
service. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that true for all, including lieutenant colonel up to 
flag rank ? 

eon! Srravss. These officers at the present time are serving in 
the grade of lieutenant colonel. They cannot attain flag rank. 

Mr. Rivers. I was speaking about the Selective Service, too. 
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General Srrauss. The Selective Service, I believe, is in the same 
general situation. 

Mr. Rivers. General Hershey, for instance, has been there ever since 
Ican remember. I think he has gotten to be a lieutenant general. 

General Srravuss. General Hershey is a Regular officer. He is not 
a National Guardsman, although he formerly was. 

Mr. Rivers. I thought he was a Reserve officer. 

General Srravuss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. He had to get a start, I assume, somewhere down the 
line with the National Guard. Isn’t that right? 

General Strauss. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray, you re had a lot of discussion about this. 
I want you to comment on it. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I frankly think your civilian-military 
combination is simply—except in wartime—mostly civilian. They 
serve in a civilian unit capacity. 

I would like to ask the general a question on this bill. H.R. 7325 
does not take care of keeping these officers. Is that true? 

General Strauss. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bray. 5083 does. 

General Strauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. As this bill left the Department of Defense before it 
went to the Bureau of the Budget, did it at that time include a provision 
to take care of these part-time civilian employees ? 

General Srravuss. Yes, sir. Are you referring to this particular 
provision, Mr. Bray? 

Mr. Bray. That’s right. 

General Strauss. These gentlemen are not part-time civilian em- 

loyees. 

‘i Mr. Bray. They are full-time civilian employees? 

General Srravuss. These are full-time active duty, sir. These offi- 
cers are on active duty. 

Mr. Bray. That is correct. We do not think of them quite in that 
way. I know what you mean. But, anyway, it was taken out by the 
Bureau of the Budget ? 

General Srravss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I am not one to criticize the Bureau of the Budget for 
wanting to save money, but I am at a loss to understand how this could 
figure in—that is, how the Bureau of the Budget would even want 
to take any authority over this phase here. 

General Srravss. I can’t answer that question, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Do you know of any way whereby this change by the 
Bureau of the Budget, which they took out of the legislation, would 
save money in any way ? 

General Strauss. I can’t give a fiscal answer on it, but I would 
hazard this guess. In the long run, a revolving number of officers 
through these 52 positions in the States would probably, in the long 
run, cost more money, because it stands to reason that when a man 
gets to be a lieutenant colonel—which is generally the grade in which 
he is selected for this position—or a colonel, he is already qualified 
for title III. This is just going to add to his ultimate retirement pay. 

So if you revolve greater numbers through these positions in the 
long run, you are increasing the retired pay under title ITI. 
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Mr. Bray. How many officers are there, as near as you know, in- 
volved in this matter ? 

General Srrauss. Fifty-two—one to each State. 

Mr. Bray. Doesn’t it also apply to your employees in the States, 
the various property maintenance officers that are doing that kind of 
work ¢ 

General Strauss. No, sir. This provision goes directly to the U.S. 
property and fiscal officers. 

Mr. Bray. I was thinking that it also went to the other permanent 
employees you have. 

ance Srravss. No, sir. There is a provision later on to take 
care of those people. 

Mr. Bray. But there is provision in this legislation which does take 
care of those generally in the same manner ? 

General Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Pardon me, then. I was thinking we were discussing 
the entire field at this time. 

Mr. Rivers. By action of the committee yesterday, it was determined 
that we would take up 5083 instead of 7325, because it more nearly 
represented—— 

Mr. Bray. Yes; I understand. I agree with that. But what I 
was meaning, 5083 does have in it a provision to generally take care 
of the employees which I just mentioned ; doesn’t it? 

General, Srravuss. A later provision in 5083 seeks to expand the 
coverage now extended to civilian employees of the Air National 
Guard who were in that status on the effective date of the act to 
civilian employees of the Air Force Reserve and to civilian employees 
of the Army National Guard. 

Mr. Bray. The same philosophy applies to both of these categories; 
doesn’t it ? 

General Srravss. Generally, sir, the U.S. property and fiscal officers 
are on active duty, whereas the civilian employees that we speak of 
that will be taken care of in the later section are not on active duty. 

Mr. Bray. But the same situation applies—you want to keep a 
man, if he is a good property and maintenance man, on for the bene- 
fit of the service. 

General Srrauss. For the benefit of the program; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The main thing is this. This is Government prop- 
erty. Somebody has to watch it; somebody has to account for it; and 
this is the best way they have found out to do it. 

General Srravss. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The reason I wanted to say that before we got back to 
where we left off yesterday is to discuss the philosophy. There is 
one question I want to ask on it, since we have returned to it. 

Does this prevent the man down the line from coming up in the 
philosophy of the promotion system? Does the retention of these 

ple on active duty prevent some qualified younger man down the 
ine from consideration ? 

General Srrauss. These Pp ain are in an active status in addition 
to being on active duty. Of course, being in an active status, they 


are within the authorized number by grade, which is in the law. So 
there would be 52 grades, naturally limited as long as they were there. 

— the point is, if they weren’t there, somebody else would be 
there. 
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Mr. Van Zanvr. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? Is it not 
true that these are highly qualified individuals? 

General Srrauss. We think so, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanovr. They are selected because of the knowledge that 
they have of the service, their administrative ability, and so forth. 
So what we are actually doing here is we are adding a few dollars 
to the cost of Reserve retirement on their part. Is that not true? 

General Srrauss. Depending upon whether they qualify for Re- 
serve retirement or active duty retirement. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Assuming that they do. And secondly, we may be 
retarding promotion for a few officers. 

General Srravss. That is a nebulous question, sir. I don’t know 
whether we are or not. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You said a moment ago if John Jones was not 
there, Bill Smith may be. So you are holding Bill Smith back as 
long as John Jones is there. 

General Srrauss. Bill Smith may be in the same grade because 
they are generally selected as lieutenant colonels. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. But in the end we think that this amendment 
would provide a greater amount of administrative efficiency. 

General Srrauss. And stability. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And stability. That is in support of the amend- 
ment. 

General Strauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris 

Mr. Morris. I would just like to explore this. It has come up an- 
other time, and I don’t want to keep laboring it. But this is a thing 
that has never been cleared up in my mind, and I don’t think it has 
ever been cleared up before the committee. That is this. 

In regard to this particular provision and other provisions, it has 
been stated, I think by every witness, that these deletions that the 
Bureau of the Budget made, including this one, from the Department 
of Defense bill have nothing in the world to do with fiscal matters. 

I will take just a minute on that, Mr. Chairman, because I think it 
is extremely important. I had the honor of serving about 12 years of 
my life as a district judge with a court of unlimited jurisdiction in 
criminal and civil cases. I learned by that experience, as I learned 
as a lawyer and as a citizen, that there are always two sides to every 
controversial issue. 

I just don’t like to make up my mind about whether a person or an 
agency is right or wrong on any decision they make until I hear both 
sides. 

We never hear the side of the Budget. To my mind it is absolutely 
ridiculous, just as it appears up to this time that they should be delet- 
ing matters that the Defense Department has agreed on that do not 
relate to Budget matters. But they are doing that. 

Now, the point is, can you, General Strauss, or anyone, tell us what 
their theory is? All I can do is use my imagination, and maybe it is 
this—that since the Bureau of the Budget is an arm of the executive 
department, and since the President of the United States is the Com- 
mander in Chief of the Army and all the Armed Forces, maybe they 
are going on that theory. 
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If that is the theory, it is a mighty bad theory in my judgment 
because the Commander in Chief, being the President, has such a 
tremendous responsibility and deals with so many things they couldn’t 

ibly take up all these things with him. That would Ee utterly 
impossible. Therefore he actually would be passing on it, but he 
would be bypassing that agency of Government which is supposed to 
advise him, which is the Defense Department. 

We are finding ourselves in this situation where a nonmilitary 
agency is superseding the expert military agency, which is the Defense 
Department. But nobody yet has ever iaplained to us why they do it. 

an you give us that explanation, or would you care to comment 
on it? I would like to hear their side of the story. They are bound 
to have some reason for doing it. What isit? 

Mr. Rivers. Who can answer that ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. I can speak for the Department of Defense 
attitude on this particular problem, sir. The Assistant Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget for Legislative Reference was specifically 
assigned the job of reviewing all departmental legislation for con- 
formance with the President’s program and coordination with the 
various departments. 

This was a specific assignment by the President and, as such, this 
office is part of the Executive Office of the President. As far as the 
Department of Defense is concerned, when they come back and 
reject or ask for reconsideration of a certain item, we must and we 
do accept that as being a directive from the Executive Office of the 
President. The President being the Commander in Chief, we must 
and do accept that. 

In the case of this particular instance on the property and fiscal 
officers, the Bureau of the Budget came back with something to the 
effect that they feel the conditions under which these officers serve do 
no warrant a special exemption from the mandatory retirement laws, 
and as such they suggested that we explore other methods of han- 
dling this, putting 5 in another category. As a matter of fact, 
civil service status. 

All that had little to do with ROPA because the establishment of 

roperty and fiscal officers is under another law. So therefore the 

partment of Defense had to take it under consideration and we 

had to pull it from this particular bill in order to get the bill over 
to you for consideration at the present time. 

Mr. Rivers. Had we done that, we would be in a field in which 
we have no jurisdiction because we do not legislate for civilians. We 
don’t legislate for civil service. 

Colonel Brackett. That is why, with the time element involved, 
we had no choice but to withdraw it and take it under further con- 
sideration by orders from the Executive Office of the President. 

Mr. Morris. That to some extent is the clearest statement I have 
heard made yet as to the philosophy behind it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Isn’t this the situation we are confronted with now, 
inasmuch as we are considering 5083 and we are also considering 
7325, that we have to decide whether or not these people shall be 
placed under a civil service law or under Public Law 810 for retire- 
ment purposes ? 
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Colonel Brackett. I don’t think so, sir. I think that would take 
a great deal of exploration. I think what is done to them as Reserve 
officers as would be affected by ROPA is entirely up to the wisdom 
of this committee at this time. 

General Srrauss. The Congress has already established this par- 
ticular position in section 708 of title 32. It is a long-standing effect. 
I think a decision was made at that time. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Isn’t this a matter we have had before us over a 
period of years? Did we not discuss it when we originally wrote 
the language in ROPA ? 

General Strauss. Not for the U.S. property and fiscal officers. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Not for them? 

General Srravuss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Any other questions, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say first I am cer- 
tainly going to support this provision in 5083. Since General Strauss 
has mentioned the matter of a later provision dealing with retention 
of other classes, may I ask at what point in the bill we will be appro- 

riately considering the retention of technicians and people—— 

Colonel Bracxerr. At the very end of the Army title, I believe 
section 3354. 

Mr. Anperson. Of the Army title? 

General Srrauss. And also the Air title. 

Mr. Anperson. What about Air Force technicians? 

Colonel Brackerr. That will also be in a corresponding section of 
the Air Force subtitle. 

Mr. Anperson. That will be near the end of each section, my com- 
ments and questions that I will reserve for that. 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. No questions. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. A question, Mr. Chairman. Colonel Brackett, 
could you give us an estimated cost if we wrote into the law the in- 
tent of the section we are now considering, which is part of H.R. 
5083 

Colonel Bracketr. On the retention of property and fiscal officers? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Colonel Brackett. I certainly couldn’t. I am in about the same 
position as General Strauss. It gets into the position of how much 
we would be paying his replacement and the business of replacing 
people it is very dificult to determine the additional costs. The ad- 
ditional costs of retaining these people, how much more retirement 
it would give them as compared with giving them reduced retire- 
ment and hiring another man to take their place. 

But they are, of course, within the overall ceiling for the active 
duty force and are budgeted for every year. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Could you come up with an estimated cost tomor- 
row morning ¢ 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


RESPONSE PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL 
Costs WHIcH May Resvutt FRoM AUTHORIZING RETENTION ON ACTIVE DUTY 
Untit AGE 60 OF PROPERTY AND FISCAL OFFICERS OF THE NATIONAL GUARD 


It is believed that no significant cost differences to the MPA appropriation 
will result from the retention of USPFO’s on active duty until age 60. No com- 
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parative cost figures can be furnished to illustrate either a savings or increased 
costs due to the peculiar nature of USPFO selection and appointment. If a 
USPFO is relieved from active duty, a replacement from the National Guard is 
appointed ; therefore, the requirement for pay and allowances for this position 
continues to exist. The replacement may be of equal, higher, or lesser rank 
than his prdecessor and usually has had long service in the National Guard. 
It is felt that a real savings to the Government will exist if retirement is de- 
ferred until age 60, as earlier release could result in retirement pay to the out- 
going USPFO while full pay and allowances must be paid his successor. 

Colonel Brackerrt. I will ask the Budget people who work on this 
particular thingtodoso. It isan extremely difficult thing. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt, if you will permit me to make this 
observation. If this thing were turned over to civilians, they would 
be governed entirely by the workweek, and everything that is a part 
of the civil service regulations—holidays, overtime, if they have such 
a thing on this class work, and I don’t know how many civilians you 
would have to have to take over the whole custodial responsibility. 

Colonel Bracxerr. As far as the suggestion of the Bureau of the 
Budget, that was not a concrete suggestion that it be civil service. 
They said “Explore it.” There are other possibilities, for example. 

r, SLATINSHEK, Mr, Chairman, I would like to point out these 
people are appointees of the State Governor, of course they cannot 
therefore be U.S. civil service employees. 

Mr. Rivers. I said that a while ago. They also have to change 
the whole basis. 

Mr. Siatinsuex. What it amounts to really is that in ROPA we 
have general provisions for attrition of officers and they are trans- 
ferred to an inactive status. The National Guard and the Depart- 
ment of Defense fee] that this particular group of officers, small as 
they are, have sufficient justification to permit them to be considered 
an exception to these attrition rules. 

Mr, Rivers. Without objection, that section will be approved as it 
is written on page 7, without objection. 

Let’s go to where we left off yesterday. 

Mr. Statinsuexk. The next section 1s on page 11 of the large com- 
mittee print, section 10. Section 10 reads as follows: 

Section 3360(a) is amended by inserting the following before the period at 
the end thereof: “and shall conform to such other standards and qualifications 
as the Secretary of the Army may prescribe.” 

Mr. Rivers. What is that. 

Mr. SiatinsueK. Colonel Eggleton, will you address yourself to 
that change? 

Colonel Eaeteton. Sir, when the Department of Defense bill was 
originally prepared, this section was included to grant the Secretary 
permissive authority to prescribe certain educational qualifications 
for the promotion of Reserve officers. At that time the Army Judge 
Advocate General had ruled that the Secretary did not have such 
authority, that ROPA only provided that the officers must be in an 
active status. 

Since the preparation of the bill and since it was forwarded to the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Army Judge Advocate General has ruled 


that the Secretary does not have such authority; that it is contained 
in section 1001 of title 10; that he may prescribe the minimum stand- 
ards and qualifications for the promotion of Reserve officers. 
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Mr. Rivers. Since this has been reported by the Budget a decision 
has been rendered, and now chances are, had it been rendered before, 
the Budget would have included it. 

Colonel Eaccrxton. That is right, sir. The Budget actually picked 
up the same title as granting the authority to the Secretary. So 
this section really is not necessary. 

Mr. Minor. Sir, if you don’t mind I will read the section we think 
covers it now. 

Mr. Rivers. That it is not necessary ? 

Mr. Mrwnor. We don’t think this is necessary in view of section 
1001(a) of title 10 which says—this chapter is headed “Reserve Com- 
ponents, Standards and Procedures for Retention and Promotion,” 
and section 1001(a) says: 

The Secretary concerned shall, by regulation, prescribe (1) standards and 
qualifications for the retention and promotion of members of the Reserve compo- 
nents under his jurisdiction. 


The Army originally believed that that didn’t cover this situation. 


The Air Force now, and the Army, both agree that so far as we are 
concerned this section will be unnecessary. 


Mr. Rivers. Without objection we will strike that out since it has 
already been recognized as in existing law. What is the next? 
Mr. Starinsuex. Item 11 on page 12: 


Section 3364 is amended by adding the following new subsections at the end 
thereof : 

“(e) An officer of an Army Reserve unit organized to Serve as a unit may 
decline a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the Secretary of 
the Army, or an officer designated by him, approves that action as being in the 
best interests of the Army. 

“(f) An officer of the Army National Guard of the United States may decline 
a promotion under section 3366 or 3367 of this title if the Governor or other 
appropriate authority of the State or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone or 
the commanding general of the District of Columbia National Guard, whichever 
is concerned, approves that action. 

“(g) If an officer declines a promotion under subsection (e) or (f), his name 
shall be retained on the appropriate promotion list for a period of not more than 
3 years from the date he was selected for promotion to the grade concerned 
unless— 

“(1) in the case of an officer of the Army Reserve, he is appointed to that 
grade or his name is removed from the list under another provision of law; 
and 

“(2) in the case of an officer of the Army National Guard of the United 
States, he is appointed to the next higher grade to fill a vacancy in the Army 
National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade or his name is 
removed from the list under another provision of law. 

“(h) If, at the end of the 3-year period described in subsection (g), the name 
of an officer of the Army National Guard of the United States is still retained on 
that promotion list, he shall, effective as of the last day of that period, have his 
Federal recognition terminated, be transferred to the Army Reserve, and be 
promoted to the grade concerned.” 


Colonel Brackett, would you address yourself to that change? 

Colonel Bracketr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. Is a similar change made in the Air Force title? 

Colonel Brackerr. No. 

General Srrauss. Army title alone. 

Colonel Brackett. This particular provision is in 5083 under 3364 
and provides for the declination of unit officers who are put in the non- 
unit promotion system under section 3366, 3367, and 3370 which follow. 
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In H.R. 7325, this declination authority is contained in those sections, 
and it is a pure declination authority allowing administrative leeway 
for the Army. In H.R. 5083 the declination authority was taken out 
of sections 3366, 3367, and 3370 and put into 3364 with these specific 
provisions of how to handle the man who declines it. I don’t know 
whether the best thing to do would be to go to the consideration of 
3366, 3367, and 3370, and then come back to this, or whether it would 
be best to attack this first. 

Mr. Rivers. We have discussed this at length before. 

Colonel Brackerrt. Yes, sir; this has been discussed before. 

Mr. Rivers. Where a man declines promotion in order to stay in 
a unit 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, right now that situation does not 
exist. This section is predicated on another change in the law which 
would permit this officer in effect to be considered. 

Mr. Rivers. If he decides he wants to stay in the unit in the future 
and the Secretary of the Department approves, he may remain there 
for 3 years, unless he is promoted to another higher grade, in which 
the Secretary, from my previous recollection, still has discretionary 
power to require. Isn’t that true? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Then it is applied across the board to those appointees 
which the Governor is responsible for, the National Guard—the com- 
manding general of the District of Columbia National Guard, as well 
as the territorial executives. Is that correct? 

Mr. SuiatrnsHexk. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, you said “is applied across the 
board.” I had the idea that this would be applied individually in a 
particular case. 

Mr. Rivers. I was speaking about the appointing authority. 

Mr. Anperson. This exception, Sonal may be applied in the in- 
dividual case. 

Mr. Rivers. It is an individual case to start with. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. In every case it is an individual case. 

Mr. Rivers. It is an individual case in every case. 

Mr. ANnperson. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Rivers. I didn’t mean that as it sounded—I didn’t mean across 
the board. I meant an authority to exempt the man. That is what 
I was trying to say. 

Mr. StatrnsHek. The Army had a slightly different approach to 
that in the Department of Defense bill. Perhaps Colonel Eggleton 
could address himself to that. 

Mr. Rivers. I think Colonel Eggleton yesterday said he may be ex- 
cused once. If he is excused twice then they could put him on the 
retired list. Didn’t you say that, Colonel ? 

Colonel Eeeteron. Well, sir, he would be transferred out of the 
unit in that event. If he was eligible for transfer to the retired Re- 
serve, he could apply for that, or else he could revert to what might be 
called the Inactive Reserve and continue to participate. 

Mr. Rivers. He may apply for exemption. 

Colonel Eeaieton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. To start with, he may apply for an exemption. 

Colonel Eceteron. That is right. 
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Mr. Rivers. And it is discretionary with the Secretary or those 
appointing authorities I have indicated whether he gets that. 

Golonel Eccteron. That’s right, sir. Mr. Milton, sir, told the com- 
mittee he would like to retain flexibility in that, that he himself, or 
an officer delegated by him would be the approving authority. 

Mr. Rivers. If these appointing or approving authorities fail to 
accept his request, then what happens ? 

Colonel Eceieron. Then, sir, the man must be promoted, and then 
he must either get to a higher grade vacancy in his unit or be trans- 
ferred out of the unit. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that plain to everybody ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Would someone tell me why would an officer de- 
cline promotion ¢ 

Colonel Borer. I think I can answer that, Mr. Van Zandt. These 
officers in a unit are on a 48 drill pay status in addition to 15 days 
active duty and if they get transferred to a nonunit, that folding 
money doesn’t come in their hands. Some of them prefer that little 
folding money to a promotion. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Anda satisfcatory year, too. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes. 

I don’t think the fitness report enters into this. The point is if 
they get promoted out of the unit they lose the folding money. If 
they stay in they get it. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Mr. Chairman, may I finish that question ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Addressing myself to Mr. Boyer, then this is the 
problem as I see it. As long as he stays in the unit he is an active 
paid reservist. 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. With the privilege of establishing a satisfactory 

ear. 

Colonel Borer. In the grade he is holding. 

Mr. Vaw Zanpr. But 1f he is promoted he may find himself in the 
inactive group. 

Colonel Boyrr. In the Active Reserve, but he is going to have to 
get his points by correspondence courses or otherwise. 

Mr. \ ‘Nn Zanpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Wrwxstrrap. Aren’t we closing the door one place where we 
open it 2nother, now? It looks to me like we are closing the door in 
one place xnd opening it in another. I raised this question myself 
the other day. Are we going to make that situation 

Mr. Riv rs. Let’s see if Colonel Eggleton 

Colonel Eccieton. If I understand your question, sir 

Mr. Winstrap. If he refuses promotion there and would be put 
on an inactive status if he did receive a promotion, that would leave 
another billet open for somebody under him to get these promotions. 
We have been legislating all this time and move these fellows on out 
so these other boys can come up. Are we fixing to close the door? I 
am getting to where I don’t like to have much of this inconsistency. 
I may be wrong in my thinking. 

Mr. Rivrrs. That is the reason the Secretary wants the flexibility 
that Mr. Milton has said, because he wants to weigh the very thing 
you ere talking about. 
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Mr. Winsteap. I think there is a right way to do this thing some- 
where, but I don’t want to compound the problem. 

Mr. Rivers. That is my understanding. 

I remember vividly Secretary Milton’s testimony. The Secretary 
wants elasticity for that reason, to get the best man for that job, tak- 
ing into consideration the promotion problem. 

Colonel Ecereron. He would also like the flexibility so he could 
keep them for 3 years or longer rather than having it spelled out 
that he would be limited to a 3-year period. 

Mr. Rivers. Had you completed ¢ 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead, have you finished ? 

Mr. Winsteap. I just raised that question because I want to know 
what I am doing. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel Boyer, I think you have covered the field fairly 
well in your remarks, but there is such a thing as officers who are 
not rank happy, and want to do a job. 

Take a community where one man is eminently qualified and so 
recognized in the community. The community has a high respect 
for him. I personally know of men who could have been promoted 
a long time to battalion or regimental staff who did take an interest 
in their company and stayed there for many years. I realize at the 
time if that is blocking the promotion of someone under him, I like 
the idea of flexibility. That should be done. 

One of the worst things that has developed in the service in recent 
years has been the idea of trying to forge ahead and get more rank 
even if there isn’t a job todo. There are not nearly enough jobs for 
all of the eagle colonels in the Reserves and the Guard. There are 
many places that they need captains or majors or lieutenant colonels. 

I do not believe that the idea of getting more money is exactly as 
important as you left the impression. I think that there are people 
who simply want to do a good job and believe in the service, honestly 
and sincerely, and are not rank happy and are not especially—did 
not have to depend upon that money they get for a livelihood. I 
don’t think you want to leave the impression before this group that 
it us parely financial reasons why men would not want to take a higher 
rank. 

Colonel Boyrr. I would like to amplify on that, Mr. Bray. The 
direct question from Mr. Van Zandt asked me, and my answer was 
correct. There are a certain group—and that is the reason this 
provision is in here—there are a certain group that if they would be 
promoted in certain communities it would hurt the unit. Some of 
oom might want to take it and higher authorities will talk them out 
of it. 

So that provision is in here where it can be waived for 3 years. A 
great many of those, if they followed their wishes, would probably 
ask for promotion. But a higher ranking officer says we don’t have 


anybody to replace, will you stay, they will probably stay. 
o I agree with you that I didn’t intend to imply that everybody 
was—— 
Mr. Bray. I know you didn’t because I know your attitude to be 
other than that. I have known men in the service overseas where 
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officers had a chance, where noncombat units wanted these officers 
for promotion and they stayed with their unit, less pay, less rank, 
and more danger, because they simply believed in their job. 

I think we mustn’t get away from the idea that there is dedication 
in the Armed Forces. We have come to an awfully poor pass if there 
isn’t dedication and belief in their jobs. 

Colonel Boyrr. Yes, sir. May I answer Mr. Winstead’s question. 
Remember this, Mr. Winstead. There are two promotion policies 
at the present time in ROPA for the Army Reserves. One is the 
unit promotion, where there must be a vacancy; and the other is for 
officers not in units. 

For officers not in units, at mandatory times in their career they 
must be placed before a board and, if found qualified, will be pro- 
moted. ‘That doesn’t apply to the ones in the unit because there has 
got to be a vacancy. This applies to this mandatory consideration 
Then it gives the officers the opportunity to waive that for 3 years. 

The advantage of 5083 over 7325 is that it says what disposition 
will be made of these officers at the end of 3 years. In 7325 it just 
leaves them hanging in the air or they have got to go before other 
re 8 even though they have been before a board and found quali- 
fied. 

Mr. Wrvsreap. I think the point you raise might apply in my dis- 
trict with regard to these small units with the Guard and with the 
Reserve. The point I am driving at, even with that we don’t want to 
get so much involved with these that promotions are stranded for the 
under men because we have been legislating all the time to leave that 
open for these promotions, You don’t think that will be substantial 
in numbers in here so that will strand the promotion in these smaller 
units under this provision ? 

Colonel Boyer. No, sir. This provision here will take care of that. 

Mr. Rivers. General Strauss ? 

General Strauss. I would like to define the distinction between the 
two bills, 7325 and 5083, in this respect: 7325 proposes to extend 
mandatory consideration to certain officers for promotion at specified 
times in their careers. It also would give the officer who might be 
selected for this promotion an opportunity to decline. 

At that point 7325 is silent. at happens beyond that point is not 
taken care of in the bill. 

The National Guard, and I believe also the Reserve, feels that this 
should not be left up to any determination of the Department, which 
can be eye from year to year, as to what will happen to these 
particular officers. 

Moreover, they feel that there should be a definite time limit put in 
the law during which time the man can decline this promotion. 
Otherwise you will have one year a man can decline for 5 or 6 years; 
and the next year he can decline for 1 year. 

There will be no stability to the program. 

Mr. Rivers. Was this provision m4 by the Department orig- 
inally after consultation with all the Reserves, and this was a part 
of the original bill ? 

Colonel Eccrrron. Not 5083, sir. The provisions that were in 
7325 





Mr. Rivers. I am talking about 5083. 
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Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, both bills authorized the declination 
of the promotion; 5083 goes further than either the Defense De- 
partment proposal or the Budget Bureau approved. 

Mr. Rivers. The Defense Department never thought of taking the 
man out—— 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, the Defense Department would 
have handled this proposition by peguiat@n. 

Mr. Rivers. I am talking about by law. It is a question of operat- 
by law or by executive and administrative procedure. 

eneral Srravss. Right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I prefer operation by law because you know where you 
stand. 

Mr. Morris. Not only that, Mr. Chairman, but may I emphasize 
this. The right of declination is not absolute. It must be approved 
by the Secretary of the Army and he must find that it is for the best 
interests of the Army; and as with regards to the National Guard, it 
must be approved by the Governor, by the other authority. 

Mr. Rivers. That is correct. This is legislation for Reserve officers 
and they differ from the Regular. These people have reasons for de- 
clining that we have got to recognize in the law. They are not 
Regular officers. I prefer always operation by law rather than by 
executive or administrative procedure where it 1s not too cumbersome. 
This, I think, is perfectly clear. 

General Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. An officer’s name, after he has been selected for 
promotion, is placed on the appropriate promotion list. What is done 
with the names on the promotion list ? 

Colonel Boyer. Are you talking about the nonunit or the unit 
officers ? 

Mr. Anperson. There will be no difference, assuming this man is 
selected under the provisions that we are going to consider later. 

Colonel Eecieron. I will answer that, General Anderson. The 
officer who is selected or recommended by the board for promotion 
is considered, as you know, sir, some time prior to the time he becomes 
fully eligible for promotion with respect to years of service. 

When his name is put on the list, he is promoted on the date when 
he acquires the prescribed total years of service. 

Mr. Anperson. Inevitably ‘There is no discretion? 

Colonel Eeciteton. Now we come to discretion, sir. The nonunit 
officer is promoted. The unit officer is afforded at this time an oppor- 
tunity to decline the promotion. The Secretary of the Army feels 
that fe or his delegated representative should be the final authority 
in determining whether or not the declination should be granted. 

If the declination is granted, the officer retains his original rank 
and would be nonaideoel | by the selection board again the following 
year. Then if he is again selected and siimebandad by the board, the 
same procedure will apply when the promotion is tendered. 

Mr. Anprerson. You are not talking about 5083 now ? 

Colonel Eccteron. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. It is 5083 I am interesed in. 

General Srrauss. We believe that procedure outlined by Colonel 
Eggleton is a very cumbersome procedure. 

r. Anperson. I agree. So I am pursuing 5083. Perhaps Gen- 
eral Strauss could answer my questions more to the point in 5083. 
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His name is placed on a promotion list and let us assume he has de- 
clined and it has been approved because he is the only available com- 
pany commander. 

General Strauss. That declination in 5083 is authorized for a maxi- 
mum period of 3 years. If during that period of time he is pro- 
moted—if he is a guardsman, if he is promoted under existing guard 

rocedures—then of course he is promoted right off the recommended 
ist because he is promoted to an existing unit vacancy. 

As a member of the Army Reserve, if a unit vacancy opens up in 
his Army Reserve unit, he is promoted off the recommended list to 
that particular vacancy. On the other hand, if no unit vacancy opens 
up on either side for these individuals respectively, then at the end of 
the 3-year period, if he is a guardsman, his Federal recognition is 
withdrawn; he is transferred to the Army Reserve and promoted. 

He need not go before another board. If he is an Army reservist, 
if at the end of the 3-year period he has not been sooner promoted to 
a unit vacancy, he is then promoted; and if no vacancy exists in his 
unit in the higher grade he becomes a member of the nonunit Army 
Reserve. 

Mr. Anpverson. I think this is a very fine and specific way of han- 
dling it. But now let us assume that at the end of 1 year, General 
Strauss, the circumstances under which he declines his promotion 
have altered. Let us say that either a new company commander has 
become available, that his business has transferred him from the 
location of his unit to an area in which he cannot participate; that 
for some reason the circumstances under which he originally declined 
no longer pertain. 

Then under this law what happens to him at the end of the 1 year? 

General Srrauss. As we see it, General Anderson, this is merely 
a maximum period during which his declination can remain in force. 
If he is a member of the guard, for instance, and his circumstances 
or the unit circumstances have changed, if he wants to apply for 
transfer to the Army Reserve or request discharge from the National 
Guard, his name is on the recommended list and he is eligible to be 
promoted immediately because the only reason he was selected in the 
first place because of his qualifications was that he was approaching 
the mandatory time in that particular grade and the mandatory 
service required for that promotion. 

Mr. ANperson. So you think so far as the Army National Guard 
is concerned there is no question but that in the interim, if the circum- 
stances change, he can avail himself of the promotion ? 

General Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. Any time during the 3 years. Now, with respect 
to the Army Reserve, Colonel Boyer. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Under what provision or in what way will it again 
come before the Secretary ? 

Colonel Borer. Under the wording here of this provision—— 

Mr. Mrnor. Subsection (g). 

Colonel Boyer. Under pleedetiont (g) he has been recommended and 
he is held on a recommended list. Therefore, if he gives up a vacancy 
that calls for a higher grade by being transferred out of that unit 
either voluntarily or involuntarily, then he would assume the promo- 
tion that he is entitled to as a nonunit officer. 
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Mr. Anperson. At what time will his name then be considered ? 

Coloney Boyrr. He doesn’t have to be considered. When he is 
considered as a unit officer under mandatory consideration and was 
recommended for promotion, he is held on that promotion list. If 
there should be a unit vacancy occur, he can be promoted in the unit. 
If no unit vacancy occurs, the minute he leaves that unit then he would 
become eligible for his promotion without any further board action. 

Mr. Anverson. That is the point I want to make sure is explicit in 
thelaw. I wonder if the Army representative-—— 

Colonel Boyer. That is under the proposed 5083. 

Mr. Anpmrson. I understand. I think we should have the opinion 
of the Army on this specific point because, unless there is something 
implicit that is not written in the law, he would simply remain eligible 
until the end of the 3 years, as I read the law itself, unless there is 
some implicit provision, some implicit interpretation of the law. 

General Strauss. I think, General Anderson, if I may interject this 
thought, that you have got an excellent point and I think there ought 
to be additional language ground into this particular section to pro- 
vide exactly what you are driving at. 

Mr. Minor. I think subsection (g) as presently written is only a 
maximum. Itsaysa period of not more than 3 years. 

Mr. Anverson. He shall remain on the promotion list, but he has 
declined his promotion. The question is, has he declined it for 3 
years because the only place that you provide for reconsideration is 
at the end of that 3 years? 

Mr. Mrnor. You want a section that says the Secretary could with- 
wird his approval of a man’s declination? That would be the effect 
of it. 

Mr. Anverson. No, I don’t think so. 

General Srrauss. I think what the general wants is a section that 
provides that if the man changes his mind and the Secretary approves 
it in the interim period of the 3 years, that he will then be eligible 
and will in fact be promoted. 

Mr. Mrnor. I think subsection (g) does exactly that today. That 
is the way I read it because it says for a period of not more than 3 

ears, and then it says in the case of an officer of the Army Reserve, 
e won’t be on it if he is appointed to that grade or his name 1s removed 
under another provision. 

So if he is eligible for promotion, they can promote him. 

Mr. Anverson. But when will they promote him ? 

General Strauss. That is the point. 

Mr. Mrnor. Any time during that period of 3 years, because this 
says not more than 3 years. 

Mr. Anverson. He is on the promotion list, but he is on the promo- 
tion list for 3 years without being promoted if he remains in the unit. 
I don’t see any provision in here that will require—— 

Mr. Mrnor. No. there is nothing that would force him out of it. 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. General, I think we can correct that by simply 
inserting some language indicating that if he declines within the 
interim—if he decides within the interim to change his mind and 
hasept the promotion, it shall be tendered him. 

r. ANpERSON. That is exactly the point I had in mind initially and 
on which General Strauss agrees. 
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Mr. Suatinsuek. I think we can add that language without any 
difficulty. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman, I think that should be done with 
the approval of the Secretary. I don’t think you should have these 
oflicers sitting there for 3 years and saying one day, “I am going,” 
and one day, “I am not.” They would hold up the whole promotion 
list. 

Mr. Minor. I must be offbase here, but as I read (g) it seems to 
me to allow an officer to be promoted at any time within that period 
of 3 years because it is only a maximum; and it says that he does 
not remain on the list if he is appointed to the grade for which 
recommended, 

Mr. Rivers. It has got to be with the approval of the Secretary 
always. 

Mr. Anperson. No, Mr. Chairman, I don’t think it does have to 
be with the approval of the Secretary because the Secretary has no 
discretion in the first place. The Secretary had no authority to 
decline to promote him in the first place, and I don’t see that he should 
have any authority to decline to promote him at any later time. 

Mr. Rivers. You say the Secretary doesn’t have to approve the 
promotion list ? 

Mr. StatinsHEK. The Secretary must, of course, first approve the 
promotion list; but once his name appears on the list, then, of course, 
it is an accomplished fact and the action is purely unilateral. 

Mr. Rivers. That is approved to start with. 

Mr. SuatInsHexK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. It has been approved and it doesn’t require any 
further approval. 

Mr. Rivers. No. But I say it was approved to start with. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. Let me ask one question, though. If he turns this 
down and says a week or 2 weeks or 3 months later that he has changed 
his mind, does that mean they automatically promote him regardless 
of what the circumstances are? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mrs. St. George brought up one point. 

Mr. Anperson. He can’t be on or off again. He has a chance for 
promotion. The circumstances must be very serious or he wouldn’t 
turn it down. 

Mr. Winsteap. I think what you want to do— 

Mr. Anperson. You and I have the same kind of a district. 

Mr. Winsteap. What I was wondering is whether or not we just 
make it so ironclad that a man could jump up and say every 3 
months—— 

Mr. Anverson. He has only one time he can do this. 

Mr. Minor. General Anderson, may I ask a question there, sir? 
What you would do then would be to add in effect a new clause to sub- 
section (g) that says if, during that 3-year period, the officer requests 
to be removed from the unit and promoted to the grade for which he 
is recommended, he may be so promoted. 

Mr. Anpverson. Yes. 

Mr. Minor. We could provide that language if that is what it is. 

Mr. Anpverson. That’s right. 


2222 





Mr. Bray. You could provide language, Mr. Slatinshek, just to 
clarify it. Then by notification by him within that time and the ap- 
proval of the Secretary 

Mr. StatinsHeKk. The language that Mr. Minor just suggested I 
think would accomplish that. The use of the word “may” of course 
would still permit the secretarial discretion. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Minor, read that again. 

Mr. Minor. I am sorry, sir, I didn’t have the exact language. I 
was just going to propose a new clause 3 that says if at any time dur- 
ing the 3-year period the officer in question requests that he be re- 
moved from the unit and promoted to the grade for which recom- 
mended, the Secretary may promote him. That would be the effect 
of the language. 

Mr. Anverson. I like Mr. Slatinshek’s language a lot better. He 
ought to be able to revert to the position he was in to start with be- 
cause he already has sacrificed time in grade. : 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, you and Mr. Minor get together and 
write that out and we will come back to it a little later on. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I am sure these gentlemen are more 
skilled in the use of language, especially in regard to this matter, than 
I. But it seems to me right after the words “promotion list” words 
could be added so that it would read, “be retained on the appropriate 
promotion list, subject to promotion for a period of not more than 3 
years,” which would accomplish it. It might not. 

Mr. Mrwnor. You have got complications. You have got to dis- 
charge a man from the guard and transfer him to the Army Reserve, 
sir. That is what complicates this whole thing here. 

Mr. Morris. I am certainly for the general’s idea, I think defi- 
nitely that ought to be in there, but there is some question in my mind 
as to whether or not he ought to be automatically considered for a 
promotion or whether it should be upon approval of the Governor or 
the Secretary. 

But I rather lean to the idea that it ought to be automatic. 

Mr. StattnsueK. May I make this observation. The discussion 
here indicates the sentiment of the committee. It would appear to 
me that if we left the language just as it is, the record would be suffi- 
ciently clear to indicate to the Secretary that administrative regula- 
tions should permit this, and in that way we would still recognize the 
authority of the Secretary or the Governor and yet the desire of the 
committee would be accomplished. 

Mr. Anverson. Some new Secretary will change it. It is so easy 
to put it in here now, let’s put it in. 

{r. Rivers. Can you make it clear? 

Mr. StattnsHEeK. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Eccteton. It is the pleasure of the committee now that the 
Secretary or his designated officer be the approving authority for both 
the Army Reserve and the Army National Guard promotions? That 





is the flexibility Mr. Milton wanted—one of the flexibilities. 

Mr. Rivers. We want flexibility. 

Colonel Ecetrron. Yes, sir. He thought he should have the au- 
thority to designate the officer who would be the authority to approve 
or disapprove the request for declination. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, there is a difference in the two bills to 
this extent, that in the Army proposal the Secretary of the Army 
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would be the approving authority for all declinations. In 5083, the 
Secretary or his designee would approve those of the Army Reserve. 
But in the case of the officers of the National Guard, 5083 provides 
that the Governor or other appropriate authority of the State or 
Territory concerned would be the approving authority for the 
declination. 

He wants to know which is the pleasure of the committee in regard 
to that. 

General Srrauss. I would like to speak to that, Mr. Chairman. I 
think it would be patently unwise to state that the Secretary of the 
Army could tell the Governor of any State who he could retain in the 
guard or could not retain in the guard under these particular circum- 
stances. In other words, if a man wanted to decline and the Gov- 
ernor wanted to keep him, or vice versa, and the Secretary would 
overrule the Governor, I don’t think that is a good situation, 

Mr. Rivers. We didn’t plan to do that. e don’t plan to do that. 

General Strauss. That 1s what Colonel Eggleton is suggesting. 

Mr. Rivers. Not for the National Guard. We made it plain a 
while ago that the appointing authority, to start with—that’s why he 
called my hand on the “across the board” statement. I said the ap- 
pointing authority, 

Colonel Eccieron. Sir, these officers receive two promotions. The 
receive a guard promotion and an Army Reserve promotion. Bot. 
the Army Reserve and the Army National Guard are Reserve com- 
ponents of the Army, and Army National Guard officers must be 
federally recognized when appointed or promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. We are certainly not going, by direction or indirec- 
tion, to repeal the authority of any appointing authority of the State. 
I don’t think that would be at all wise. That is my opinion. I don’t 
think that is the plan of the committee. 

Mr. Winsteap. We are certainly not going to give the Secretary 
of the Army the right to overrule a Governor. 

General Srrauss. The language in 5083 adequately protects the 
State ig ora as they now exist. 

Mr. Rivers. Because if you are going to let the Department in 
Washington tell a Governor how to personnel his guard 

Colonel Eceieron. Sir, in some cases the man is going to be trans- 
ferred out of the guard before he is promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. We can’t do that. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I don’t think it is necessary to do that, but I 
think I would like to keep the language already in 5083 as written. 
Otherwise it is going to lead us into a great many pitfalls. 

‘ ee Rivers. __ all write that thing out and let’s see what it looks 
ike. } 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, there is one other technical problem 
here that we have got to bring up. Subsequent to the introduction 
of 5083 there was a provision that was approved for inclusion in the 
bill for all services, and it appears in the second column on page 12 
as clause 7 of H.R. 7325. 

It should be considered at this time because if it is going to be 
approved, it should go in section 3364 which we are now discussing. 

olonel Brackett. This has nothing to do with the subject 








Mr. Mrnor. It has nothing to do with this subject, but it belongs 
in the same section. It has to do with officers who have been in an 
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inactive status or returning to an active status and are very soon 
eligible for consideration for promotion. This provision would pro- 
vide that such an officer may not be considered for promotion until 
at least 1 year after the date on which he is returned to an active 
status. ; 

Mr. Rivers. Where is that ? 

Mr. Minor. That appears in the second column on page 12 in italic. 
It is clause No. 7. 

Mr. SiatinsHeEK. It is under 7325. It is a substantive change, but 
actually for practical purposes—— 

Mr. Rivers. I see—return to active service. 

Mr. Mrnor. It should be considered at this time because if the com- 
mittee approves it, it should go in as clause (e) of section 3364, and 
the provisions we are now discussing should be relettered as (f), 
(g),(h),and (i). 

Mr. Rivers. Then it will read : 


Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, a Reserve commissioned 
officer who has been in an inactive status may not be considered for promotion 
until at least 1 year after the date on which he is returned to an active status. 

Colonel Bracketr. I would be glad to explain it further if you 
would like, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Colonel Bracxerr. This was brought up by a number of persons 
sitting on various promotion boards since ROPA became effective. A 
number of officers who were on the inactive status list for several 
years have returned to active status, and at the time they returned 
to active status they had enough service so they came under the period 
where they had to be immediately mandatorily considered for promo- 
tion. 

But the promotion board was in a dilemma because when they 
looked at their record, their file, to determine whether they were qual- 
ified or not, there was no record of participation or anything at all 
for the period of the last 2 or 3 years. They think it would be wiser 
to withhold the promotion of this individual until he has participated 
for a year so they can determine whether he is qualified or not qualified 
for promotion. 

This was a suggestion made from several different sources. 

Mr. Rivers. 1s there any objection to that? Without objection 
that will be added to the section. That clarifies the whole thing. 

Colonel Brackett. You will find similar or identical amendments 
for the Navy and the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson ? 

Mr. Anverson. In lines 21 and 22, unless his name is removed from 
the list under another provision of law—and that occurs, I think, 
twice here. What are the most likely provisions of law excepting 
that of a promotion ? 

Mr. Minor. One provision would be if the President removed it. 
Another one would bout think this is in the Army title—that if an 


officer reverts to an inactive status, isn’t his name removed from the 
recommended list ? 

Colonel Eeetrron. I believe so. 

Mr. Minor. I think that is the main one, because you would have 
that situation quite often. 
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Colonel Brackerr. Physical disability. 

Mr. Minor. Transfer to the Retired Reserve. 

Colonel Brackett. That is just a coverage. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you. Those are all the questions I have. 

Mr. Rivers. That section will be approved, with the understanding 
that we are going to submit to the counsel for the Defense Department 
the language in section (g). 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to be too technical, but 
when you say it is removed from the list under another provision of 
law, that definitely leaves the inference that there is one other provi- 
sion. Wouldn’t it be better to say “under other provisions of law” 
instead of “another provision” ? 

Mr. Mrnor. That is simply the style of title 10 of the code, sir. It 
is ws several times. It has that meaning. It means any other of 
several, 

Mr. Morris. If it does have that meanign, all right. 

Mr. Minor. I think it is clear with other sections in mind. 

Mr. Rivers. Where do we go now? 

Mr. StatinsHEK. The next item on page 14 is an elaboration of the 
change in the unit promotion system and clauses 12, 13, and 14 should 
be for practical purposes considered together. 

I will read 12, however. 

(12) Section 3366 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3366. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, 

and majors; mandatory consideration” ; 


(B) by inserting the words “, while holding that grade,” before the 
words “has not been considered” in subsection (a) ; 
(C) by inserting the following new subsection after subsection (a) : 

“(b) Without regard to vacancies, each officer of an Army Reserve unit 
organized to serve as a unit, and each officer of the Army National Guard of 
the United States, who holds the Reserve grade of first lieutenant, captain, or 
major and who has not been considered by a selection board under this section 
or section 337 of this title, for promotion to the next higher Reserve grade may, 
in the discretion of the Secretary of the Army, be so considered far enough in 
advance of the date upon which he will complete the service prescribed in column 
2 of the table in subsection (a) that, if recommended, he may be promoted 
effective on the date on which he will complete that service.” ; 

Mr. Rivers. What does that mean ? 

Mr. StatinsHex Will you address yourself to that, Colonel Eggle- 
ton ¢ 

Colonel Eeeteron. Again, sir, under present regulations we must 
consider nonunit officers on a mandatory basis for promotion at pre- 
scribed intervals during their service. This provision of clause 12 
would apply unit officers to the same mandatory consideration which 
nonunit officers receive. 

Mr. Rivers. That was in both bills? 

Colonel Eaeteron. Yes, sir, _ 

Mr. Rivers. Is there any question on that subject? — 

Mr. Anperson. How far have we gone, sir? Which clause? 

_ Mr. StatinsueK. We are on page 14, clause 12, the change in sec- 
tion 3366, and we make modifications in that section which will au- 
thorize officers in the Army Reserve units to be considered for pro- 
motion along with nonunit officers at the mandatory promotion points. 

Mr. Rivers. Both bills contain that. What do you want to say, 
Colonel ¢ 
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Colonel Brackert. There is one slight difference in the essence of 
the systems in the two bills. The Bureau of the Budget suggested a 
change where it says—“these unit officers may in the discretion of the 
Secretary be put on the promotion list.” They thought it ought to 
be mandatory that they be put on the promotion list at the time that 
~~ complete the service that the nonunit officers complete. 

he Department of Defense agrees with the Bureau of the Budget 
on that and suggests, therefore, that the language in line 19 and line 
20 reading “may in the discretion of the Secretary” be changed to 
read “shall be considered for promotion” or words to that effect, as it 
is in line 19 on the second column of the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. It looks to me like they now don’t want to have the 
flexibility. They want to be directed. It looks like they are chang- 
ing over. The rve bill makes it flexible, and now you want, to 
make it inflexible. You want to change “may” to “shall.” 

Colonel Brackerr. That’s right. 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, the original bill was permissive. 
The Bureau of the Budget wants to make it mandatory. 

Mr. Winsteap. Why? 

Colonel Brackett. They feel that the prime purpose of this thing 
is to afford periodic promotion for unit officers as well as nonunit 
officers and the attrition that may go along with it, and that it ought 
to be a mandatory deal rather than at the discretion of the Secretary. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee? It looks to 
me like that would improve it. What is wrong with that? Colonel 
Boyer? 

olonel Boyer. At the present time nonunit officers must be manda- 
torily considered under certain periods. I think it is smart and ad- 
visable to bring the unit officers under mandatory consideration, and 
they have the privilege of declination if they so desire. 

Mr. Rivers. So the Department of Defense’s position sounds to me 
like it is not bad. 

Colonel Borer. That’s right. 

Mr. Morris. I want to see what General Strauss’ view is. 

General Srrauss. We have no objection to it, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, we will accept it. 

Mr. Minor. May I say one thing there, Mr. Chairman. It will 
take somewhat more change than Colonel Brackett suggested there. 
You can’t do it by just changing two or three words. I think the 
committee should approve making the necessary changes to carry out 
the recommendation. 

Mr. Rivers. Change “may” to “shall.” 

Mr. Minor. It requires a little more language changing, too. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, you go ahead and change it, just so we 
don’t get trapped. 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Rivers. So the committee will know what to do. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. This is a continuation of that same change. This 
is on page 15. 

Mr. Rivers. This is for consistency ? 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Yes, sir. But these subsequent changes in the 
next three or four clauses are all designed to take care of this change 
in the unit promotion system. 
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Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, we are just laboriously writing a bill 
here, and it takes time to do it; but this is the way it readsnow. You 
are going to change it from “may” to “shall,” but you still say “shall 
in the discretion of the Army.” The discretion is still there. 

Mr. Minor. That is the other change I had in mind that has to be 
made. That is why I say you can’t change “may” to “shall.” There 
are other changes. 

Mr. Morris. I see your point. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK (reading) : 


(D) by redesignating present subsections (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), and (g), 
as “(ce)”, rif ie “(e)”, wi 6 iy “(e)\*. and wef 4 al respectively : 
(E) by amending subsection (c), as redesignated, to read as follows: 
“(c) An officer recommended for promotion under this section may be pro- 

moted to fill a vacancy within the distribution of officers not assigned to units 
at any time. If not sooner promoted, he shall be promoted, effective as of 
the date on which he completes the service prescribed in column 2 of the table 
in subsection (a), without regard to vacancies. Each officer of the Army 
National Guard of the United States who is recommended by a selection board 
for promotion under this section, and who, before the date on which he would 
be promoted under this section, is appointed to the next higher grade to fill a 
vacancy in the Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade, 
shall be promoted to that reserve grade effective as of the date on which he is so 
recognized. If he is not so appointed to the next higher grade in the Army 
National Guard and federally recognized in that grade, he shall, effective as of 
the date of his promotion under this section, have his Federal recognition 
terminated and be transferred to the Army Reserve. Each officer of an Army 
Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under this section 
shall, effective as of the date of that promotion, be transferred from his unit 
unless, upon his promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit;” and 

(F) by amending subsection (g), as redesignated, to read as follows: 

“(g) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above major 

of Reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, 
or the Women’s Army Corps.” 


Perhaps Colonel Brackett could explain this particular section 
beginning with (c). 

Colonel Brackett. This change really is not directly related to the 
subject under discussion. This change comes under the category 
of that to enhance the careers of nurses and medical specialists. ‘This 
particular section read before it was amended : 

This section does not apply to the promotions to the grade above captain of 
the Reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, 
or above Major for the Women’s Army Corps. 

This is the thing that provides for mandatory consideration at 14 
years of service without regard to vacancy to major rather than to 
captain for the nurses and medical specialists. 

ou will note that this section is identical with the section (f) 
re x <m 7325. 
r. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I move its adoption. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 


(13) Section 3367 is amended— 
(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 


“Sec. 38367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, 
and majors to fill vacancies” ; 
(B) by amending subsections (a) and (by to read as follows: 


“(a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army determines that, within the dis- 
tribution of officers not assigned to units, there are existing or anticipated va- 
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cancies in the reserve grade of captain, major, or lieutenant colonel, he may con- 
vene a selection board to consider and recommend, for promotion to those grades, 
officers of the Army Reserve who are in an active status and who are not as- 
signed to units organized to serve as units, and Reserve officers who are on ac- 
tive duty (other than for training). In the discretion of the Secretary of the 
Army, officers of any Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit, and officers 
of the Army National Guard of the United States, may also be considered for 
these vacancies. The Secretary shall prescribe for each zone of consideration 
list established under section 3364 of this title the minimum service, computed 
under section 3360(b) of this title, that an officer of the appropriate branch 
must have to be placed on that list. He shall require that each officer who has 
the prescribed service completed under that section, who is in an active status, 
and who is not assigned to a unit organized to serve as a unit, be placed on that 
list. Officers of any Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit, and officers 
of the Army National Guard of the United States, who have the prescribed serv- 
ice computed under that section, may also be placed on that list if the Secre- 
tary so directs. He shall prescribe the number to be recommended for promo- 
tion from each list. 

“(b) Subject to section 3380 of this title, an officer recommended for pro- 
motion under this section may be promoted whenever there is a vacanacy, but it 
is not mandatory that the authorized number be maintained in any grade. Bach 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States who is recommended by 
a selection board for promotion under this section and who, before the date on 
which he would be promoted under this section, is appointed in the next higher 
grade to fill a vacancy in the Army National Guard and is federally recognized 
in that grade shall be promoted to that Reserve grade effective as of the date on 
which he is so recognized. If he is not so appointed in the next higher grade 
in the Army National Guard and federally recognized in that grade, he shall, 
effective as of the date of the promotion under this section, have his Federal 
recognition terminated and be transferred to the Army Reserve. Each officer 
of an Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under this 
section shall, effective as of the date of that promotion, be transferred from his 
unit unless, upon his promotion, he fills a vacancy in that unit ;” and 

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows: 

“(d) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above major 
of Reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, 
or the Women’s Army Corps.” 


Colonel Brackett, can you explain 13? 

Colonel Bracxerr. This is the corresponding change to this par- 
ticular provision of law as was under 3366. The 3366, the one im- 
mediately previously that we had discussed, is the mandatory con- 
sideration, and this one is the consideration of all Reserve officers when 
a situation exists where there are a lot of vacancies in a grade and the 
Secretary may want to promote Reserve officers to fill those vacancies 
before the normal 7 years in grade for each of the particular grades. 

Mr. Rivers. What is wrong with that? 

Colonel Bracxerr. It is just a part of the whole program to put 
unit officers in the nonunit promotion system. 

Mr. Minor. This section and the preceding one and the one that 
follows it are essentially a package. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Identical in purpose. 

Mr. Rivers. The same as was in the other bill, too? . 

_Mr. Minor. Except for mandatory and permissive. But in each 
bill these three sections together are in essence a package. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions on that? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I would like to ask one question which may be 

uite irrelevant. I presume it is already law. That is, Why is the 
omen’s Army Corps blocked in with the Army Nurse Corps and the 
Army Medical Specialist Corps? Has it always been that way ? 
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Mr. Mrwnor. It has always been that way in ROPA. This change 
here conforms the Reserve law to the law in effect for Regular nurses, 
Regular medical specialists, and Regulars in the Women’s Army 
Corps. The grade Te them is now the same. 

At present this reads “grade above captain in Nurse Corps, Medical 
Specialist Corps, and major in the Women’s Army Corps.” This 
change to conform to Public Law 85-155 makes it major for all three 
of those corps. 

Mr. Rrvers. The additional explanation is this applies generally 
to line officers. 

Colonel Brackett. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. I was wondering if I may ask a few questions along 
this line, because we pass all these bills here year after year. Next 
—_ I want to be certain this thing won’t come up to include these 

olks. 

Are you positively clear on that? If so, let’s do it now. I get tired 
of legislating here the best we can, and then next year—somebody in 
here, some of us, know whether this should be in or shouldn’t be in. 
If they shouldn’t be in, let’s leave them out. If they should be in, let’s 
put them in right now. 

Mr. Mrnor. This was a problem that was left out of Public Law 
86-155 because it was known that this bill was coming up and it 
was merely to continue the job and complete the job that that bill 
started cut to do for the Regular officers. This is to do the correspond- 
ing thing for the Reserve officers. 

It shouldn’t require any other change at all unless the whole struc- 
ture is included. 

Mr. Rivers. You are sure Mr. Winstead’s observation is taken care 
of by this legislation ? 

Mr. Winsreap. In other words, if somebody proposes that we come 
back next year and amend this bill to include the Women’s Arm 
Corps and then you come back and say, “We have no objections,” 
don’t want to meet that next year. 

I say let’s do it now. 

Mr. Minor. The only thing that would bring that up would be a 
complete change in the structure of the whole Women’s Army Corps, 
which, of course, would be a separate problem entirely from this bill. 
This is merely a conforming change to earlier legislation with respect 
to Regular officers. 

Mr. Wrnsrteap. In other words, it won’t take an amendment next 
year to this bill to correct this? 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Does that answer your question ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. It does, but I don’t quite understand the differ- 
entiation. I want also to know whether this a plies to Waves, Women 
Marines, and so forth. Are they also lumped in with the nurses and 
medical specialists ? 

Captain Greenpacker. I think there is some similarity, Mrs. St. 
George, but there are considerable differences in the laws which 
handlethe WAVES and those which handle the nurses. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorar. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Minor. This does reach the same results, however. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Are they limited as to their promotions by the 
same criteria that governs the Navy nurses, for instance? 
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Mr. Mrnor. Yes, ma’am, the grades are essentially the same. 
Mr. Rivers. Colonel Brackett, you speak for the Department. You 
understand that ? 

Colonel Bracketr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. I just wanted to ask this one question. Maybe it has 
been asked. Do the Reserve officers of the Army Nurse Corps, the 
Army Medical Specialist Corps, and the Women’s Army Corps, know 
about this provision ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. Yes, sir. That is why we had them here at these 
meetings before. 

Mr. Morris. Are they satisfied with this provision ? 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. One question, Mr. Chairman. The Army had 
some doubt about the language here. Colonel Brackett, could you 
elaborate on that ? 

Colonel Ecateron. To make it conform to our last change, the 
Secretary shall also place on this list 

Colonel Brackett. That is the last point I want to make. I refer 
to lines 19 and 20 again on page 18, where it says “may also be 
placed on the list if the Secretary so directs.” 

The language is more like that on line 17 in the second column 
of that “shall also be placed on the list.” 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. What is the next one? 

Mr. Anperson. I have a question, Mr. Chairman, on the tie-in, 
the tie-together of the three provisions we have discussed most re- 
cently. It is a package proposition and yet the promotions under 
3367, we are just aetaiing a discussion of, are not made immedi- 
ately, are they, necessarily? Will they all be made? 

Colonel Brackxerr. They quite often would be made immediately. 
This particular section has never been used by the Army. The Army 
has been promoting pee on the mandatory phase points. This sec- 
tion is put in just exactly like it is to parallel the OPA, where there 
is a condition which might arise in the future where there is a great 
number of vacancies in any specified grade for the entire Reserve of 
the Army. 

Then we can promote to fill those vacancies below or at a lesser 
time than the mandatory phase points. We are just paralleling the 
two provisions is all. 

Mr. Anverson. Just to refer to one provision on page 16, the first 
sentence under (c), in 5083 which says “An officer recommended for 
promotion under this section may be promoted to fill a vacancy within 
the distribution of officers not assigned to units at any time.” 

That would leave in my mind the sense that after they have been 
selected, he still has the discretion as to whether or not they will be 
promoted. 

Colonel Bracxert. If vacancies exist. Again that would be a case 
where you might be promoting them on the mandatory phase point, 
and then between the time the people are selected for promotion and 
on the recommended list, enough vacancies exist so that he could 
meets them ahead of the normal phase point, the Secretary may 

0 so. But his selection would be under mandatory promotion pro- 
visions. 

Mr. Anperson. So you think everybody under 3367 who is selected 
would mandatorily be promoted ? 

Mr. Minor. Not 67—66. 
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Mr. Anpverson. I am talking about 67 now. Is that the one we 
have just been talking about ? 

Colonel Brackett. 67 is only invoked when there is a great number 
of vacancies. 

Mr. Minor. The language you are reading, General, is in 66, not 
67. 

Mr. Anperson. Then I think there is a similarity. 

Mr. Minor. The similarity begins at the bottom of page 18 and 
carried over to the top of page 19. It is not quite the same. It says: 

An officer recommended for promotion under this section may be promoted 
whenever there is a vacancy. 

Mr. Anperson. Be recommended for promotion. 

Mr. Minor. Line 23 on page 18. 

General Srrauss. General Anderson, the language here, starting at 
line 23 of page 18, “Subject to section 3380,” means that if a man is 
selected by a board under this particular provision and his name is 
placed upon a recommended list he may be promoted at any time, but 
he must be promoted according to the phase points set forth in 3380, 
which is the mandatory period. 

So if he is not immediately promoted to an existing vacancy Reserve 
Forces-wide, he must be promoted prior to the time he completes the 
phase points set forth in 3380. 

Mr. Anperson. Your comment verifies the point I was trying to 
make initially—that he may be selected and yet not immediately pro- 
moted. 

General Srravss. This is also true of the Regulars under OPA, and 
this was designed to parallel that particular section. 

Mr. Anverson. But it leads us to a complication when we have just 
inserted a section back under the section under which we permitted 
him to decline, saying that if he declined under either of these pro- 
visions, 3366 or 3367, and then the circumstances under which he 
declined is no longer existent, that he may then withdraw his declina- 
tion, in effect, and then the Secretary must appoint him, and we are 
applying that here to a section under which ae is——— 

Mr. Mrnor. You couldn’t do that under 67, because it is limited to 
vacancies. If a man who was covered by the declination then de- 
manded a promotion he had declined under 67 instead of 66, there may 
be no place to promote him to at that time. 

So I think m any event the amendment you suggest would have to 
be limited to officers covered by 3366. 

Mr. Anperson. And that is the point I bring up. 

Mr. Minor. I think you are right there. 

Mr. Anperson. If we use just the terminology we had initially, we 
have a conflict under which an officer could not be promoted because 
the vacancy did not exist. 

Colonel Brackert. A very good point. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a good point. 

Colonel Brackett. That can be covered, I think, in technical lan- 
guage very well. 


34066—59—No. 30-17 
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Mr. Rivers. Anything else, General ? 
Mr. Anverson. No; thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. What isthe next section ? 
Mr. SiatTiInsHEK. 14 on page 20: 


Section 3370 is amended— 
(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: 
“Sec. 3370. Commissioned officers: Promotion to field grade in certain cases” ; 
(B) by amending subsections (a) and (b) to read as follows: 

“(a) Whenever the Secretary of the Army determines that, within the dis- 
tribution of officers not assigned to units, there are existing or anticipated 
vacancies in the reserve grade of— 

“(1) lieutenant colonel in the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Specialist 

‘Corps, or the Women’s Army Corps; 

(2) colonel in any other branch ; or 

“(3) colonel in the Army Nurse Corps or Army Medical Specialist Corps: 
he may convene a selection board to consider and recommend, to fill those 
vacancies, Reserve officers who are in an active status and who are not assigned 
to units organized to serve as units and, subject to section 3390 of this title, 
Reserve officers who are on active duty (Other than for training). In the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary, officers of any unit of the Army Reserve organized to 
serve as a unit, and officers of the Army National Guard of the United States 
may also be placed on the list for consideration for those vacancies. 

“(b) The Secretary shall precribe for each zone of consideration list estab- 
lished under section 3364 of this title the amount of service computed under sec- 
tion 3360(b) of ‘this title that an officer of the branch concerned must have to be 
placed on it for consideration under this section. So far as practicable, the 
amount of service prescribed shall correspond to that which an officer of the 
Regular Army in the same branch must have for consideration for promotion to 
the same grade. The Secretary shall require that each officer who is in an 
active status, who is not assigned to a unit organized to serve as a unit, and who 
has the prescribed service computed under that section be placed on that list. 
In the discretion of the Secretary. officers of any unit of the Army Reserve organ- 
ized to serve as a unit, and any officer of the Army National Guard of the United 
States, who have the prescribed service computed under that section, may also 
be placed on that list”; and 

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows: 

“(d) Subject to section 3380 of this title, an officer recommended for pro- 
motion under this section may be promoted whenever there is a vacancy, but it 
is not mandatory that the authorized number be maintained in any grade. Each 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States who is recommended 
for promotion under this section and who, before the date on which he would 
be promoted under this section, is appointed in the next higher grade to fill a 
vacancy in the Army National Guard and is federally recognized in that grade, 
he shall effective as of the date of the promotion under this section, have his 
Federal recognition terminated and be transferred to the Army Reserve. An 
officer of the Army National Guard of the United States may decline a promotion 
under this section of the Governor or other appropriate authority of the State, 
Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the commanding general of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia National Guard, whichever is concerned, approves that action. 
If an officer of the Army National Guard of the United States so declines a pro- 
motion, his name shall be removed from the recommended list. Each officer 
of an Army Reserve unit organized to serve as a unit who is promoted under 
this section shall, effective as of the date of that promotion, be transferred 
from his unit unless upon his promotion he fills a vacancy in that unit. An 
officer of a unit of the Army Reserve organized to serve as a unit may decline a 
promotion under this section if the Secretary of the Army, or an officer desig- 
nated by him, approves that action as being in the best interests of the Army.” 


Colonel Brackett, can you explain that section ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. I would rather have General Strauss do it. 

Mr. Rivers. It looks to me like without the provision of H.R. 5083 
that 7325 just quietly repeals a lot of the powers of Governors of the 
States. I was following it on the outside there with the Department 
bill. They never mentioned a Governor at all. 

Senay Brackett. That is the change that you overruled for 3366 
and 3367. 
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Mr. Rivers. Because the Governors of the respective States of the 
National Guard have just been quietly deprived of a lot of their pow- 
ers. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. That is not unusual, is it? 

Mr. Rivers. It will be unusual in this committee. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. I mean unusual for those recommendations to come 
up. 

ie Rivers. Make the explanation first. 

Colonel Eaeteron. Under the present law, sir, we can only pro- 
mote nonunit officers of the USAR to the grade of full colonel and 
to certain female fields grades such as lieutenant colonel in the WAC, 
Nurse Corps, and so on, on a grade structure vacancy situation. We 
are authorized right now 5,500 full colonels. Each year we go 
through the process of determining how many are on board, how 
many are authorized, and then we subtract the difference and we see 
how many we can promote. 

We convene a board and we prescribe the time-in-grade criteria, 
the total years of service criteria, and the number to be selected. 

This amendment would also include unit officers in the same cate- 
gory. When a lieutenant colonel in a unit acquires the prescribed total 
years of service and time in grade, he like the nonunit officer would 

e considered by this board which is set up. 

Mr. Rivers. That would apply to the National Guard, too. 

Colonel Eagitetron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. General, what is your understanding ? 

General Srravuss. That is a very excellent explanation, sir. The 
provision also grinds in the authority of the National Guard men to 
decline the promotion. In this case, however, because it is not a 
mandatory setup, you don’t have to provide the additional procedures 
which will happen and you don’t have to provide a maximum period 
during which he may decline. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t deprive the Governors 

General Srrauss. No; we have taken care of the Governors very 
adequately, we believe, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. You say the Governors are taken care of—in which 
of the bills? 

General Strauss. 5083, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. 7325 does not ? 

General Srravuss. We don’t feel it is quite adequate in 7325. 

Mr. Bray. Is it inadequate due to the fact it doesn’t apply the 
proper procedure, or does it in any way eliminate or cut down the 
authority of the Governor of a specific State ? 

General Srrauss. I believe that 7325 was not designed to limit or 
cut down the authority of the State authorities. I think it was mostly 
by omission. 

Mr. Bray. By omission is the difficulty with 7325. It does not go 
far enough. 

General Strauss. That is the way we feel ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I think that was just interference on the part of the 
Army, wasn’t it, Colonel ? 

Colonel Ecerrron. We thought that the Secretary of the Army 
would designate the Chief of the National Guard Bureau to be the 
approving authority. 
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Mr.. Rivers. You wouldn’t have any objection to putting the Gov- 
ernors in charge ? 

Colonel Eeeteton. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. I just wanted to say they could interpret it other- 
wise, though. 

General Srravuss. They could have under their bill; yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. That is what we don’t want to leave open. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorae. No questions. 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr, Statrnsuex. Colonel Brackett would like to make two more 
points here. 

Colonel Brackerr. No. 1, if this is to conform with what you agreed 
on in 3366 and 67, the language in 5083 will have to be changed to 
eliminate the discretion of the Secretary bringing the unit officer. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, it is understood you will take care—— 

Mr. StatinsHek. Conform the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. The conformity and the consistency and be sure that 
our animus is protected. I am not assuming anybody would do 
otherwise, but inadvertence is sometimes a serious sin. But I am 
sure it wold not be by intention on the part of anyone. 

Colonel Brackett. The second thing, sir, that 5083 provides for 
promotion to the grade of colonel in the Army Nurse Corps and 
the Army Medical Specialist Corps, the Bureau of the Budget ob- — 
jected to the provision of the grade of colonel because the Army had 
not yet, and are engaged at the present time in establishing a re- 
quirement for the grade of colonel in the Army Nurse Corps and 
Army Medical Specialist Corps. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection we will adjourn until—— 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman, might I put one question not for 
answer immediately but very shortly we will be discussing the attri- 
tion factors in this bill. We don’t have all the information we need. 
I would like to ask, if it is agreeable to the chairman that a listing 
be prepared that would show the categories of attrition that will be 
effective after July 1, 1960, listing them in two categories. First, 
those that would A effective if we postponed the effective date of 
certain attrited factors as they are now postponed to July 1960, 
and the second category being those types of attrition that would 
ale in effect assuming we postpone them, those that would still be 
in effect. 

I would appreciate any information that could be given that would 
give us an idea of the magnitude of these elements of attrition. 

Mr. Rivers. Do Mg understand the general’s inquiry, Colonel ? 

Mr. Anperson. I have already asked a number of questions. I 


addressed them first to Secretary Milton and asked that later repre- 
sentatives of the Department of the Army bring the answers and no 


later representative of the Department of the Army has ever appeared 
before us. 
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Colonel Ecateron. We have them all, sir. 
Mr. Anperson. They may be put in the record. I don’t have them. 
(The information requested is as follows :) 


Question. What loss projections would result from the attrition for years’ 
service clauses of ROPA; if the law remains unchanged (effective July 1, 1960) ? 
Jf they were deferred to July 1, 1962? To July 1, 1965? 


AIR FORCE 


Answer. These estimates can only be made by projecting forward into the 
future the most recent inventory of Reserve officers by total years’ service to 
indicate the year in which colonels will complete 30 years of service, and the 
majors and/or lieutenant colonels will complete 28 years of service. This is at 
best a rough estimate as our experience in this area does not lend itself to an 
accurate estimate of the losses that will accrue from other attrition factors 
prior to the time these officers complete the service indicated. Normal losses 
trom death, disability, and failure to participate can be expected. In addition, 
a number of the officers on active duty with additional enlisted service may re- 
tire before completing the required years of Reserve service for elimination. A 
number of majors will be twice deferred prior to completion of 28 years’ service. 
This percentage has been close to 30 percent over the past several years. Be- 
cause of these various factors, it is noted that the reliability of each estimate 
decreases each year as it is projected into the future. 

Bearing in mind these considerations, the following estimates are submitted: 


Projected losses for completion of years’ service 
I. LAW UNCHANGED (EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1960) 


















































Major/ | Lieutenant 
Fiscal year lieutanant | Colonel Colonel Total 
colonel 
206 1, 109 334 1, 649 
91 312 89 492 
71 300 108 479 
«9 335 91 495 
69 334 93 496 
82 376 93 551 
127 408 93 628 
148 395 99 642 
241 530 89 860 
564 1, 596 71 2, 231 
Il, EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 1, 1962 
Major/ | Lieutenant 
Fiscal year lieutanant | Colonel Colonel Total 
colonel 
368 1, 721 531 2, 620 
69 335 91 495 
69 334 93 496 
82 376 93 551 
127 408 93 628 
148 395 99 642 
241 530 89 860 
564 1, 596 71 2, 231 
Ill. EFFECTIVE DATE JULY 1, 1965 
Major/ | Lieutenant 
Fiscal year lieutanant | Colonel Colonel Total 
colonel 
od ao cn cauachnccdndpeuhcotuediushacndraenaiies 588 2, 766 808 4, 162 
eS Sica palapeducean sed dntnbden gt easts apelin 127 408 93 628 
gh dint eG rth dedude scccndh Cenwediedh oavecdgumeced 148 395 99 642 
Ban etn tes The it sais cag denenssdabutdnkasctporgee 241 530 89 860 
Ete eS CRE Sees cee - aaa seemene ai Tyee 564 1, 596 71 2, 231 
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LEGEND 


61 
Armor 177. Estimated number of Armor Reserve officers who will complete 


the prescribed years of service for their grade in fiscal year 1961 computed on 
the basis of “age over 25.” 

156—Estimated number of the 177 who will have, or will have the opportunity 
to earn, 18 or more years of satisfactory Federal service (title III, Public Law 
810, 80th Cong.). 

21—Estimated number of the 177 who because of insufficient participation 
will not have, or will not have had the opportunity to earn, 18 or more years 
of satisfactory Federal service (title III, Public Law 810, 80th Cong.). 


Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of colonel* 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1960 (NOW) 














1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1, 800 500 550 75 225 525 4,075 
1, 800 500 550 475 225 525 | 4, 075 








IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C, 3851 ON JULY 1, 1962 (2 YEARS) 






































pA SE © Se 0 0 25 0 0 0 25 
ic cdnndinccsmankinenititindiid 0 0 2, 800 475 225 550 4, 050 
ee | 0 | 0 | 2, 825 | 475 | 225 550 | 4,075 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1965 (5 YEARS) 
} | 
PP ae A NE, Saree 0 0 75 | 300 500 | 400 1,275 
TRS. lige atic acanariperety on 0 0 0} 0 0} 2,800 2, 800 
| Se ST OF 0 0 75 300 500 | 3, 200 | 4, 075 

















1 Based on sampling of 218 cases expanded to actual strength of 5,300 Reserve officers in grade of colonel. 


Estimated ARNGUS officer attrition in the grade of major general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C, 3852, ON JULY 1, 1960 






































1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
EEN «S Senee eee oe Sewanee 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
ee EES SS q 1 1 3 3 0 12 
Gn nao tbe aunciccsowsscche 0 0 2 | 1 0 0 3 
OCT el Ml 4 1 4 | 4 3 0 16 
| 

IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1962 
SS ee een 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 
i, ss ee 0 0 3 3 3 0 y 
RR CE I RES 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 
hl A AO ta 0 2 7 4 | 3 | 0 16 

IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1965 
0 2 3 0 2 1 8 
0 0 0 0 0 7 7 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
0 2 3 0 2 9 16 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1960 





Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of major general 











































































































1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
ee. were ese TL 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 
EN EES SSR IS: SCE 4 2 2 2 1 0 ll 
A ER eT ee 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 
ee 6 4 5 2 1 0 18 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY, 1, 1962 
NE Ss eee ee a 1 2 1 0 0 0 4 
a Sa in RE col ere a 0 0 7 2 1 0 10 
SRS ee ree 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
a 1 2 12 2 1 0 18 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1965 
ee ee oe 1 2 2 3 3 0 11 
ee ee eee 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 
Sa, ey ee aaa 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
ES RES PEE 1 2 2 3 | 3 7 18 
Estimated ARNGUS officer attrition in the grade of brigadier general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1960 
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 | 1965 Total 
ee ee Rete sagtiies eraser 0 2 0 0 0 | 0 2 
GS Bk 13 2 3 4 4 1 27 
ae aatieet it cet es 5 4 6 1 0 | 0 16 
ees 2 ee 18 8 9 5 4 | 1 45 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1962 
aS ee 2 5 1 0 0 0 8 
De np eeidanacancee hs onm 0 0 12 4 4 1 21 
si“ WEST 0 0 15 1 0 | 0 16 
OS ODS Ree 2 5 28 5 | 4 | 1 45 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1965 
| | | 
he catia dinar eta 3 5 | 3 4 4 0 19 
EE SE Os Se ee | 0 0 0 0 0 16 16 
I iat ntts rack bsaesiictirindoniakewciion 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 
Se en ane 3 5 3 | 4 | 4 | 26 45 
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Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of brigadier general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1960 






































1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 

ADD. ... cdi niece 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 

Servicd..........- sieuae i mainte 19 5 2 3 7 2 38 

GOB oss xbibikn eccbbigeindesee< y 17 5 4 0 0 35 

Ns bined whé cae cababe 29 23 9 7 7 2 77 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1962 

BBS. daclclmchiaets foods suout< 2 5 8 0 0 0 15 

Gantt. =. 5k con oc dukes cee escunes 0 0 17 3 7 2 29 

CRE apne nn Adam aoars oe 0 0 29 4 0 0 33 

, eo eee Peeeer es 2 5 54 7 7 2 77 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1965 

RE cdg tvnnkaitnwabte diane 2 5 7 10 4 6 34 

Barweee. 5d. usc dscea Pee See 0 0 0 0 0 23 23 

a a ae Sere ese y es 0 0 0 1 0 19 20 

a i « aitcrin a tntieatee ae 2 5 7 ll 4 77 


























Reserve components of the Army—Commissioned officer active status strength 
authorized versus actual TOE and TD units 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 














Grade Authorized | Actual ] Grade Authorized | Actual 
— i} 
Major general. ............-.-- 127 OO ENON go sees db Saciis Scene 10, 832 8, 814 
Brigadier general... .-.--- bon 170 162 || Captain/lieutenant-----....-- (| |) la 
eo atte Re 2 559 i Ak ere 21,987 | 17,523 
Lieutenant colonel...--....-.-- 1, 950 1,744 
a ee ee eee 4, 328 3, 658 0 en 41,995 | 32,336 

















1 June 15, 1959, troop structure. 
2 Dec. 31, 1958, troop structure. 


Source: NGB, Office of Branch of Service and Grade Report, Dec. 31, 1958. 


U.S. ARMY RESERVE 3 














Grade Authorized | Actual Grade Authorized | Actual 
aa ee 29 ee ES ee ee 16,680 | 13,041 
Brigadier general. -_..-_-_---- 87 tg! ee an 22,433 | 20,756 
CHES . dat tedeantonsoae™ 932 1, 083 
Lieutenant colonel. ------.---- 3, 727 3, 926 ne PERT S TSS eee 51,185 | 45,716 
| RRA Se ARR ee 7, 297 6, 814 























2 As of Mar. 31, 1959. It must be noted that the authorized column for the USAR is based on the new 
troop structure. The reorganization, based on this structure, will result in the authorization of fewer 
officers in the field and general officer grades. The reorganization was about 20 percent complete on 
M © 31, 1959. As it continues the number of officers actually on hand will reach the numbers authorized. 

* Preliminary. 


Source: Authorized: CARROTC P. & P. Branch. Actual: STM 30, Mar. 31, 1959. 


Mr. Rivers. Whatever he wants I want you all to get them for 
him. I think the National Guard Association, General Strauss, 
suggested a 1-year delay after 1960. 

Colonel Borer. From the 1st of July 1960 to December 31, 1960, 
half a year. 
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Colonel Bracxerr. They do not want it to fall in the summertime. 
They want a half a year. 

General Srrauss. I believe the association position, Mr. Chairman, 
was that they would be very happy to support General Anderson’s 
suggestion that it be set back to 1962, but in any event it should not 
fall in the middle of the summer. It should be December 31. 

Mr. Rivers. It should be a calendar year, not a fiscal year. 

Why don’t we adjourn until Monday. We are about one-third 
through now and when Monday comes I think we can grind right on 
through and finish this bill next week ? 

Are there any more controversial issues ? 

Colonel Eceirton. Nothing controversial, sir. May I ask General 
Sodesev, sir, how far forward would you like us to project these 

res. 
ee. ANDERSON. For a couple of years at least. The National Guard 
proposal was for 5 years; senior Army Reserve commanders was for 

2 years. 

We ought to have some projection somewhat beyond the 2 years, 
somewhere between 3 to 5 so we can see what the trend is in that 
area. We ought to be able to have estimates at least in the senior 
grades—not just what has happened there, but based on what is 
already happening; you could give us estimates on how many colonels 
and generals at least would be attritted, whether or not we extend it. 

Colonel Eaceieston. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anprerson. Thank you. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


General officers that will be eliminated for years’ service between fiscal year 
1960 and 1965 if the climination for service provisions is made effective July 
1, 1960, July 1, 1963, or July 1, 1965, respectively 























Year Effective Effective Effective 

July 1, 1960 | July 1, 1963 | July 1, 1965 
1960_. | 2 | bps th EAE si) tte 
Devise eis nian asina ces ao lll SS. obuagethalass th Luss A Astin ip aniline hn cqmmnsinige 
SS SE OST Ee RS SES 2 |----neeeeeeeg [once en eee ene 
eee eee ere eee: 2 | | 5 eae, 
ee ea ld ear naenahe oe aera gun weietenis 3 | D Eon h nate aaad 
(| heen" SII egies ep apgeecrver amengrnpmapee eensegapeatpem ane Teespanno penne rey bo astrsest = 10 








Mr. Rivers. We will convene again at 10 o’clock on Monday. 
(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Monday, June 15, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMiITTEE ON ArMED Services, SuscomMiITTreE No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Monday, June 15, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10:13 a.m., Hon. Arthur Winstead (mem- 
ber of the subcommittee), presiding, followed by Hon. Philip J. 
Philbin (member of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Winsteap. The committee will come to order. 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Rivers regrets that he could not be present 


ey morning, but requested that we proceed with the reading of the 
ill. 








a tei ek ell 


as ae ies om 


ee bee Ok 
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I believe on Thursday we had reached section 15, on page 23. 

I believe, Mr. Slatinshek, we will start there and proceed further 
with the reading of the bill. 

Mr. SuaTINSHEK (reading) : 

Section 3375 is amended by striking out the figure “30” and inserting the figure 
“60” in place thereof. 

Colonel Eggleton, will you explain this section ? 

Colonel Eeeteton. This proposal, sir, originally, I believe, was an 
Air Force proposal. The services to my best knowledge did not object 
to this proposal being put in the bill—it was in the original depart- 
ment bill. 

However, I believe that the situation has changed, so that this 
requirement is no longer needed. Perhaps Colonel Brackett can 
further expand on that. 

Colonel Brackerr. Our experience in the last 3 years has given us 
no history of any requirement for this. 

I think this is one of these anticipatory things which they thought 
might be necessary, but we don’t believe at the present time it is 
necessary. In all cases where we have had these occasions, which are 
very few in number, the 30 days has been sufficiently long enough for 
us to handle it. Therefore, we feel that there is no necessity to change 
the law in this particular instance. 

Mr. SuiatinsHex. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this section is 
simply to extend the time period during which administrative action 
is to be taken from 30 days to 60 days. Apparently the Department 
of Defense—all the representatives—feel that this extension is not 
necessary. 

Mr. Winsteap. The original bill carried 30 days? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. The Department of Defense bill has no provision 
on this—in respect to this particular action. This is in the National 
Guard bill. The Defense witnesses indicate this is not necessary. 

I wonder if General Strauss has any comment. 

General Srravss. Mr. Chairman, we have no objection to omitting 
this particular provision. It was merely to give the services addi- 
tional administrative time. If they don’t require it, we have no 
objection. 

r. WrinstEapD. We do retain the 30-day provision. 

General Strauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. Is there any further discussion ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Winsreap. Without objection, it will stand at 30 days. 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puuern (presiding). Mr. Slatinshek, are you ready? 

Mr. SLaTINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puiein. Shall we proceed to page 24? 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. SiatrnsHEeK. Excuse me. ; 

Colonel Brackett. Mr. Chairman, in the second column on the bot- 
tom of page 23, H.R. 3725 has an amendment to section 3383 that is not 
contained in H.R. 5083. The purpose of this amendment is to make 
it clear that the promotions, the unit promotions, are to be charged 


against the ceilings or the authorizations for the units themselves. 
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This is tied to the amendment to 3212 which this committee approved, 
in order to make it clear that these unit promotions can continue 
whether or not there are vacancies in the nonunit promotion list. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, this amendment would be in keeping 
with the action earlier taken by the committee to adopt this amend- 
ment because it is actually a part of the same situation as the earlier 
amendment mentioned by Colonel Brackett, and the two should be 
treated as one. So in effect when the committee took its other action, 
it made the adoption of this one virtually necessary. 

Mr. Puttern. You mean you want them treated together? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mrnor. So I would say this is merely a technical amendment 
going with the other amendment, which was substantive in nature. 

Mr. Bray. Now, the purpose of this amendment is that—let’s say 
there is a vacancy for a lieutenant colonelcy in a division. Yet they 
are over lieutenant colonelcy in all. That promotion can still go 
ahead ¢ 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Minor. This to clarify a present ambiguity in present Army 
law on that subject, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. What is that? 

Mr. Minor. This is to clarify a present ambiguity in the Army law 
on that very subject. 

Mr. Bray. You have been already operating this way; haven’t you? 

General Srrauss. The Army has. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. This makes it clear their authority was there, 
though. 

Mr. Bray. But the Air Force is not? 

Mr. Minor. The Air Force has not. 

Mr. Bray. Is that going to tend to increase the number of, say, 
lieutenant colonels you got in the Air Force, which is now quite large? 

Mr. Mrwor. This is still an Army amendment. It will have the 
effect of creating more unit officers in that grade, but the elimination 
of the pusher clause which was earlier discussed, of course, would have 
the tendency to cut down on the total number of lieutenant colonels. 
As to inthe or not they will equate is something that I can only 

ess on. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel Boyer, you are a ble with that ? 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, yo tis is le ga 

Mr. Bray. And General Strauss? 

General Srrauss. Yes, sir, very much so. 

Colonel Bracxetr. The committee has already approved it in prin- 
ciple. 

r. Bray. I thought so. I just wanted to get this in the record. 
Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Puiern. Are there any further questions? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Puiter. If not, the amendment will be adopted. 
We will go to the next one. Proceed to the next section. 
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Mr, SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Section 16— 
ay XE 16, section 3383(b) is amended by inserting the following new sentence 
after the first sentence: ‘Whenever the Secretary determines that a vacancy ina 
Reserve grade below colonel is one that may be filled by an officer of the Women’s 
Army Corps, officers of that branch are eligible for consideration even though the 
vacancy is not allocated to that branch.” 

This is the same as a Department of Defense recommendation. 

Colonel Eggleton ? 

Colonel Eaateron. Yes, sir. At the present time, sir, WAC officers 
are considered with promotion with other WAC officers. 

Now, in many instances these WAC officers occupy T.O. & E. posi- 
tion vacancies which do not specifically call for a WAC officer. As 
you know, unit officers are considered for promotion as an entire group, 
whereas the WAC officer occupying the position must wait until the 
other Wacs are considered before = may be promoted. This would 
authorize the promotion of unit Wacs with unit officers. 

Mr. Putter. Is this a new provision? Is this a new provision of 
law ? 

Colonel Eaeieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Minor. No, not today. 

Mr. Purest. Is it all agreed to the other services, that are con- 
cerned? Of course, the Army is the only one affected. 

Colonel Eceteron. Army is the only one it applies to now, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Do you know whether or not—withdraw. 

Do you know whether that does meet the approval of the head of 
theWacs? 

Colonel Eacteton. Yes, sir, it has. 

Mr. Bray. I mean they have been—this matter has been discussed 
with them ¢ 

Colonel Eeeteton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And they are agreeable to it? 

Colonel Eacteron. Very much so. 

Mr. Puttain. No objections have been made to it ? 

Colonel Eacteton. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Do you have some questions? Do you have some com- 
ments about it, Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. No, Mr. Chairman. But I would like to say I 
think this is definitely an improvement from the standpoint of WAC 
and I think we certainly would be doing them a favor. 

Mr. Bray. They want it ? 

Mrs. St. Grorer. Oh, yes. Because, you see, now they have to wait 
for promotions. 

r. Pumpin. Are there any further questions? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Puitein. Without objection, the section will be agreed to. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. “Clause (17) subsections (a) and (b) of section 
3389 are each amended by striking out the words ‘and not above 
colonel’.” 

Colonel Eggleton ? 

Colonel Eaateron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pus. Will you explain that ? 





2246 


Colonel Eacieron. Yes, sir; I shall. Our current law limits the 
promotion of active duty officers to the grade of colonel. 

Several of the active duty Reserve officers presently on active duty 
have been promoted to general officer grades. 

Mr. StatinsHek. In the Army of the United States. 

Colonel Eaeteton. Sir? 

Mr. StatinsHex. AUS. 

Colonel Eacieron. In the AUS, I am sorry. Some have been pro- 
moted to ore officer grades in the Army of the United States. We 
are prohibited from promoting them above the grade of colonel, 
USAR, while they are on active duty. The present change, clause 
17, would permit the promotion of these grades to general officer, 
USAR, and would also exclude them from the 207 that are authorized 
in an active status by another section of ROPA, which this committee 
approved when it approved clause 6. 

{r. Putiern. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pum. General. 

Mr. Anperson. Would you explain what difference is between the 
operations of subsection (a) and subsection (b) what each one ap- 
plies to and what the difference will be—what the difference is in the 
way the two sections operate ? 

olonel Eacieron. All right, sir. 

At the present time, in section (a), a commissioned officer of the 
Army Reserve on active duty in a temporary grade that is higher 
than his Reserve grade may te romoted to a higher Reserve grade 
that is the same or higher than his temporary grade but may not be 
promoted above poe 

Mr. Minor. When he completes the prescribed service. 

Colonel Eccteton. Yes; when he completes the prescribed service 
and meets the other criteria. 

As I mentioned we have some Reserve officers on active duty who 
have received temporary promotions in the AUS to the general officer 
grades. We desire to promote these officers to the grade of general. 

Mr. Anverson. I understand that. But what is the difference be- 
ee operation under section (a) and the operation under sec- 
tion (b) ? 

Mr. Minor. I think the difference there, Mr. Anderson, is that the 
(a) covers officers of the Army Reserve. It says they may be pro- 
moted. (b) Talks about National Guard officers and say they are 
eligible for promotion. The reason you have to say “eligible for 
promotion” is because we have the State aspect that comes in there. 

Mr. Anverson. I see. 

Mr. Minor. And the Governor has to, of course, get into the pic- 
ture at that time and decide whether or not there is going to be a We 
tional Guard promotion, too. 

Mr. Anperson. And that accounts for using the word “shall” in 
“(a)” and using the words “eligible for promotion” in “(b)”. 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you. That answers my question. 

Mr. Puitery. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Puitein. Without objection, the section will be approved. 
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Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 
Clause 18. Section 3391 is amended to read as follows: 


“Sec. 3391. Commissioned officers: officers of Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical 
Specialist Corps, and Women’s Army Corps not to be promoted above certain 
zrades. 

OA reserve Officer of the Army Nurse Corps or the Army Medical Specialist 
Corps may not be promoted to a Reserve grade above colonel. A Reserve offi- 
cer of the Women’s Army Corps may not be promoted to a Reserve grade above 
lieutenant colonel.” 

Colonel Eggleton ? 

Colonel Ecetxron. This, sir, is designed to parallel the promotion 
of regular officers in these same branches. 

At the present time a member of the Army Nurse Corps may be 
promoted only to the grade of lieutenant colonel in the Reserve. 
Army Medical Specialist Corps members may be promoted to the 
grade of major and Women’s Army Corps may also be promoted to 
the grade of lieutenant colonel. 

Clause 18 amends section 3391 so as to authorize the Army Nurse 
Corps and Army Medical Specialist Corps members to be promoted 
to the grade of colonel, the same as prescribed for her Regular com- 
ponent counterpart. 

Mr. Puteri. Does the committee have any comments or questions ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Anpverson. I would like to determine what the basis is, Mr. 
Chairman, for the Women’s Army Corps only be promoted to lieu- 
tenant colonel ? 

Colonel Eeeieron. Sir, there is just one colonel in the Women’s 
Army Corps and she is the Director of the Women’s Army Corps, 
and that is a temporary grade. 

Mr. Mrwnor. I might say that lieutenant colonel has always been the 
highest permanent grade authorized for the WAC and in the Air 
Force the same thing, for the WAF. And this would parallel that by 
making the permanent Reserve grade the same exactly as the perma- 
rote Regular grade achievable by a member of the Women’s Army 

orps. 

Mr. Anperson. I wonder if Colonel Boyer of the ROPA would have 
any comment. 

Colonel Boyer. Of course, all the way through on ROPA we have 
tried to parallel the permanent promotion policy of the Regulars in 
OPA. In OPA the highest grade, with the exception of that one 
individual in the WAC, is a lieutenant colonel. And then the head 
of it is a temporary colonel. And all we are doing here in ROPA is 
paralleling the provisions of OPA. So we are right in line. 

Mr. Puiern. This carries out the policy of the Regular establish- 
ments. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Putter. Did you have any further questions? Anyone have 
any further questions or comments ? 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Colonel Eggleton, can you tell me whether or not 
the Army has any objection to this language in 5083 as opposed to 
7325% There isa difference, of course. 

Colonel Ecatreron. I would like the Department witness to respond 
to that, sir. 


84066—59—No. 30-18 
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Mr. Siatinsuek. Colonel Brackett. 

Colonel Bracxketr. To this I make the same remarks that I made to 
the provision in section 3370, the Bureau of the Budget requested that 
the grade of colonel—the grade to which a nurse and medical specialist 
could be promoted be limited to the grade of lieutenant colonel pend- 
ing the establishment of requirements for colonel in the Reserve in 
the Army. For that reason, this was changed, as you will note in 
column 2. 

Mr. StaTINSHEK. Yes. 

Colonel Bracxerr. It was changed to limit the grade for nurses 
and medical specialists to the grade of lieutenant colonel, while the 
Army could study their requirements for colonel. 

Mr. Puitery. What was the reason or justification that the Bureau 
of the Budget gave for their position ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. The Bureau of the Budget felt that although 
affording promotion to the grade of colonel would be the same and 
parallel as that to the Regulars, there was no established requirement 
for nurse colonels or medical specialists in the Army Reserve. They 
said that it ought not be included and should only go to the grade of 
lieutenant colonel pending the establishment of definite requirements 
on the part of the Army in the grade of colonel. For that reason it 
was deleted. 

Mr. CuampBerzarin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puitsrn. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I notice here that no mention is made of the 
Navy here. Does this establish uniformity with the Navy as it exists 
at the present time, or why is no mention made of the Navy? 

Mr. StatinsHexk. Mr. Chamberlain 

Captain GreenBacuer. That does establish more or less uniformity. 
The Nurse Corps does have provision in the law for the rank of cap- 
tain, but in the case of the WAVES it is similar to the WAC. 

(Mr. Slatinshek aside to Mr. Chamberlain.) 

Colonel Boyer. It is also true of the Air Force. So this would 
bring the Army in line with the Air Force and Navy. 

Mr. Putsin. Does that answer your question, Mr. Chamberlain ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. Putisrin. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Puitern. Well, without objection, that will be adopted. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pumpin. We will pass to the next section. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. SiaTINsHEK. Yes, sir: 

Clause 19. The analysis of chapter 337 is amended by striking out the follow- 
ing items: 

3866. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors 
not assigned to units; mandatory consideration. 
“3367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and majors 
not assigned to units to fill vacancies. 
* = * = * > a 
“3370. Commissioned officers: officers not assigned to units; promotion to field 
grade in certain cases.” 

And inserting the following items in place thereof : 

“3366. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and 
majors, mandatory consideration. 

“3367. Commissioned officers: promotion of first lieutenants, captains, and 

majors, to fill vacancies. 





* * > * * * * 
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“3370. Commissioned officers: promotion te, field grade in certain cases.” 


These are all merely technical amendments and the title headings, 
which will necesarily change to reflect-—— 

Mr. Puisin. All right. Without objection, it will be adopted. 
Take up the next section. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Clause 20 on page 26: 

Section 8494 is amended by adding the following new sentence at the end 
thereof : “However, a Reserve commissioned officer who is selected for participa- 
tion in a program under which he will be ordered to active duty for at least 1 
academic year at civilian school or college may, upon his request, be ordered to 
that duty in a temporary grade that is lower than his Reserve grade, without 
affecting his Reserve grade.” 

This was an item specifically mentioned by some of the witnesses. 
Colonel Eggleton, can you briefly describe—— 

Mr. Puitein. Can you elaborate on that somewhat ? 

Colonel Eaeirron. I can best describe this, sir, by anexample. The 
Army has a senior medical student program whereby officers are 
ordered to active duty in the last year of medical school as second 
lieutenants and paid the pay and allowances of a second lieutenant 
while in this last year of medical school. 

Some of the students who apply for this program are ROTC gradu- 
ates and since completing ROTC and entering medical school have 
been promoted to first lieutenant. 

As written and as implemented, the officers who participate in this 
program must be called to active duty in the second lieutenant grade. 
Well, some of them are first lieutenants and we must, by law, order 
a man to active duty in the grade he presently holds or a higher grade. 

Therefore, first lieutenants are excluded from participating in this 
program. 

Section 3494 would authorize the Army to call these officers in as 
second lieutenants, with their consent, if they are selected for partici- 
pation in the program. 

We feel that a second lieutenant’s pay and allowances are ample 
to participate in this program while in his last year of medical school. 

Mr. Puitstn. And what do you think the reaction of the boys will 
be? It will cut down their pay. 

Colonel Eceieron. No, sir, it wouldn’t; because first lieutenants 
can’t participate. It would open the field to those who are first lieu- 
tenants. 

Mr. Puirern. Oh, it would open the field ? 

Colonel Ecereron. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. You see, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the 
second lieutenant is promoted now to first lieutenant at the end of 
3 years and then it takes at least 3 years or 4 years in the medical 
po ery he would automatically be a first lieutenant. So if you don’t 
do this, you would preclude him. 

No one is forced into it. 

Colonel Egeteron. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. It is to their advantage to take it. 

Colonel Eacteton. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puirern. Are there any further questions or comments on this 
section ? 
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Mr. Mtnor. This section appéars for all three services, by the way— 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

Mr. Puts. It applies to all three services and sy ee is in 
_— with it. ithout objection, the section will be adopted. 

e will proceed to the next section. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK (reading) : 

Clause (21) section 3571(a) (3) is amended to read as follows: 

“(3) for a Reserve officer, precedes his date of entry on active duty by a 
period computed by adding— 

“(A) the years of service after June 30, 1955, while in his current 
Reserve grade or in any higher Reserve grade, that are credited to 
him under section 1332(a) (2) of this title; 

“(B) the days and months of any part of the year preceding his date 
of entry on active duty, while in his current Reserve grade or in any 
higher Reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause (A), 
if, under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, his 
service during that part of a year was satisfactory ; 

“(C) the periods of active service while in his current Reserve grade 
or in any higher Reserve grade, that are not credited to him under 
clause (A) or (B); 

“(D) the periods of service, while in his current Reserve grade 
or in any higher Reserve grade, that he has performed under section 
502, 503, 504, or 505 of title 32, and that are not credited to him under 
clause (A) or (B) ; and 

“(E) one day for each point for drill or equivalent instruction after 
June 30, 1955, while in his current Reserve grade or in any higher Re- 
Serve grade, that is credited to him under section 1332(a)(2)(B) of 
this title and are not credited to him under clause (A) or (B).” 

This section, Mr. Chairman, is designed to permit more equity in 
providing recognition for credit for purposes of rank. 

Colonel Brackett, could you elaborate the change! 

Mr. Puiern. Give an explanation, will you, Colonel ? 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Putter. Let us have your explanation of this section. 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

There is also an identical amendment to the Air Force title. 

I am sure Mr. Winstead and Mr. Bray, who were members of this 
subcommittee when ROPA was passed, remember the contention that 
arose between how to compute the date of rank of an officer when he 
was called to active duty, an officer of the Army and Air Force. 
This committee, in effect effected a compromise, in which they said 
that an individual would be given credit in date of rank for every 
full retirement year, every year that he got his full 50 points for a 
retirement year. If he got less than that or for any part of a year, he 
would only get 1 day’s credit for each point that he was gronter. 

But one thing that I think was omitted because of the impracti- 
cality of seeing the problem is that a great portion of the Reserve 
officers are not called to active duty at the very end of their retirement. 
year but right in the middle of their retirement year. 

So in this last year this man may have 6 months of his retirement 
year that has passed and he has gained 25 points, which should entitle 
him to 6 months’ credit for date of rank for that last half of a year. 
But the law as it at present reads would only allow us to give him 25 
days. The amendment would allow us to prorate that over that 6 
months, so that if he were active for 25 periods, training periods, dur- 
ing that half a year of his final year it would be credited just the 
same as years prior to that for date of rank. 
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I think this is more equitable, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I well remember the hassle we got into 
over that. It was quite controversial. What they finally arrived at 
was that as long as the officer, that is the Reserve kept up his 50 points, 
could count the full time toward his retirement. 

Colonel Brackett. Precisely. 

Mr. Bray. I have forgotten how. Some people wanted to make it 
half and—you see, before the war, World War II, you only counted 
the active duty time that you had. Then during the war they 
passed—I don’t know whether it was a law or regulation—whereby 
you went back and all the time was counted I believe. 

Colonel Brackett. All of his active—1 day for each day of active 
duty. 

Mr. Bray. Oh, yes, thatisright. It did change. 

Then under this bill, as long as a Reserve officer keeps up his 
time, he is keeping up his date of rank the same as if he were on 
active duty. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Correct. That is what we are trying to do here. 

Mr. Bray. That is right. 

Colonel Bracxerr. It was a technicality that prevented us from 
crediting that last part of his last year Siaecs he came on active 
duty. 

Mr. Bray. I have forgotten what we finally did pass. But I re- 
member the controversy you mentioned. 

Mr. Puivein. Any questions / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Pritsimn. Without objection, this section will be adopted. 

Proceed to the next section. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Clause (22) section 3841 and 3842 are repealed. 


This is a simple repealer which would repeal the age attrition pres- 
ently contained in ROPA and would permit the application of the 
attrition resulting from length of service. 

Colonel Brackett, could you address yourself to this. 

Colonel Brackett. Sir, this is again part of the program to im- 
prove and enhance the careers of nurses and medical specialists. What 
this does in effect is to provide for nurses and medical specialists the 
same attrition for age as for all other officers of the Army and the 
Air Force. 

In other words, the only age factor that would affect them would 
be age 60. 

Mr. SuAtTinsHeK. Right. 

Mr. Bray. And that is in both bills? 

Colonel Brackxerr. This is in both the Army and the Air Force. 

Mr. Pray. I thought that the Bureau of the Budget bill eliminated 
that, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir. 

Mr. SuattnsHeK. No, sir. 

Mr. Mrnor. No, sir. This parallels exactly changes made with 
respect to regular nurses and medical specialists by Public Law 81- 
155—2 years ago. 
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Mr. Putter. This just brings it in line with the situation affect- 
ing your regular services ? 
r. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puen. And it is not opposed by the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Colonel Brackett. No, sir. 

Mr. Mrnor. It is identical on both bills. 

Colonel Brackett. To clarify Mr. Bray’s question, the only thing 
that the Bureau of the Budget touched as far as the nurses and medical 
specialists bill was that pertaining to colonel for Army nurses and 
medical specialists. Otherwise, the Bureau of the Budget left our 
bill unchanged. 

Mr. Puitprn. Any further questions, Mr. Bray ? 

Mr. Bray. No. 

Mr. Puitsrn. Any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Pues. Without objection, the section will be adopted. We 
will proceed to the next one, 23. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Clause (23) Section 3843(b) is amended by striking out the words “in an 
active status in a reserve grade below brigadier general” and inserting the 
words “in a reserve grade below brigadier general who is not a member of the 
Retired Reserve” in place thereof. 

Colonel Brackett. 

Colonel Brackerr. Excuse me just a moment. This is merely a 
technical amendment to allow the elimination of officers who are on 
the inactive status list as well as officers who are in an active status. 
For some reason it was inadvertantly left out of the original bill. 
Currently, without this, people can avoid the normal attrition that an 
officer in active status is subject to by going into the inactive status 
list. This is merely a technicality to plug that loophole. 

Mr. Puiern. Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Puiretn. Without objection, this section will be adopted. 
Would you proceed to section 24 ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Clause (24), section 3844 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade 
of major general and each officer in an active status in the reserve grade 
of brigadier general” and inserting the words “in the reserve grade of major 
general who is not a member of the Retired Reserve, and each officer in the 
reserve grade of brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired 
Reserve and” in place thereof; and 

(B) by inserting a comma before the word “shall”’. 

I believe this change simply incorporates the foregoing change, is 
that correct ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. For the same reason as the one immediately 
previous. 

Mr. Bray. There is no difference between 5083 and 7325 ? 

Colonel Brackett. These are identical in these two instances. 

Mr. Putten. Without objection, it will be adopted. We will go 
forward to the next section. 
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Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 


Clause (25) Section 3847 is amended to read as follows: 
“Sec. 3847. Twenty-five years; officers below lieutenant colonel; Army Nurse 
Corps, Army Medical Specialist Corps, and Women’s Army Corps 
“After July 1, 1965, each officer in a reserve grade below lieutenant colonel who 
is assigned to the Army Nurse Corps, the Army Medical Specialist Corps, or 
the Women’s Army Corps, and who has not been recommended for promotion 
to the reserve grade of lieutenant colonel or has not remained in an active 
status since such a recommendation, shall, 30 days after he completes 25 years 

of service computed under section 3853 of this title— 
“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefor ; or 


“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment.” 

Now, this is the recommended language of the National Guard. 
On the other hand, the Department of Defense bill would make the 
date after July 1, 1960. That isthe essential difference. 

The resolution introduced by General Anderson would in effect 
change that date to 1962. I believe General Harrison in testimony 
before the committee indicated that although this language was incor- 
porated in the bill, he would personally not have any objection to the 
committee changing this date to something in 1961. 

He felt—and I would like General Strauss to interrupt me if I am 
misquoting him. He felt that this date—and this date has an effect 
on a number of other provisions—— 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that this and other con- 
troversial matters not be acted upon now, but until later in executive 
session, after we discuss them, and have our counsel bring up these 
matters specifically. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, there are some 8 or 10 sections that have 
this exact problem. 

Mr. Putter. I think that General Harrison made a suggestion by 
which the bill could be amended, to read after July 1, 1961. 

Mr. SviatinsHeK. General Anderson had a resolution indicating 
1962. 

Mr. Puitein. That is right. 

Mr. StatrnsHek. As the date on which this would become effective. 
General Harrison had indicated something like January 1, 1961—is 
that correct, General Strauss ? 

General Strauss. Mr. Chairman, this date, in the first sentence here 
on line 5, under 5083, appears in several sections, not only in the Army 
title but in the Air Force title, and should be, I believe, discussed and 
considered separately and apart from the rest of the section, in this 
particular part. 

Colonel Brackett. Thank you, General Strauss. 

General Srrauss. And I would like to address myself, Mr. Chair- 
man, to the date exclusively, because it has a bearing not only on this 
section but several other sections. Whenever the chairman so desires. 

Mr. Puitern. We would like to have your views about it, if it is 
agreeable to the committee. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, the reason I suggested that. It is in 
view of some other sections that are coming up later. You see, this 
may fit in, or may not, as to certain times of the accepted credits—you 
know what I mean—as for the time between the age you are com- 
missioned and back to 25 years. 
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Mr. SuaTiInsHERK. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I can possibly see in the ultimate writing of this bill 
where this matter might figure in rather prominently—I am not sure 
it will—in the consideration of these other sections of the bill. I be- 
lieve you are aware of what I refer, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. StatrnsHex. Mr. Bray, what you have reference to is a change 
in the language of the Army section which defines total years of service. 

Mr. Bray. That is right. 

Mr. Siatrnsuek. And the Army has a peculiar definition—peculiar 
to itself, that is—which provides for constructive service above age 25 
for people who are commissioned at an age above 25. 

However, although that definition has a relationship to this, I don’t 
feel that whatever action the committee takes in respect to that lan- 
guage of constructive service—it will have little or no bearing on the 
date consideration. 

Colonel Borger. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Bray. That may be correct. 

Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Putusry. Colonel Boyer. 

Colonel Borer. I would suggest the same as General Strauss, that 
you leave this date, July 1, 1960 or 1965—leave that in abeyance, 
and then let’s discuss the contents of this particular paragraph. 

Mr. Puusr. All right. 

Colonel Borer. Now, this says 25 years. Well, we have just pre- 
viously removed the age restriction of 50 and 55 for women nurses, 
and this 25 years added—a woman officer is 25 years when she is com- 
missioned. Then you put back 50 years right in. We see no reason 
why you shouldn’t have 28 years of actual commissioned service, the 
same as we do for men officers. So I would like to change the 25 
years to 28 years. 

Mr. Minor. I would like to say at this point that the reason this is 
25 years is to have it parallel with the Regular officer structure. It is 
a question of policy of course, as to whether or not it is changed to 28. 
But I would like to have the committee know that such change would 
throw it out of line with provisions relating to other officers below the 
grade of lieutenant colonel in similar situations. 

Colonel Boyer. Well, that being true, I wouldn’t insist on chang- 
ing it, providing that it is actually 25 years of actual commissioned 
services and they don’t throw constructive service in there. 

Colonel Brackxerr. That is another question. 

Colonel Boyer. So that will come up a little later. If they can 
get in their 25 years of total commissioned service they will be able—— 

Mr. Bray. That is what I was referring to, Colonel Boyer. Is that 
right? Yes. 

Colonel Borer. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. On that very phase. That hasn’t worked out like 
frankly we thought it would when we put it in there. Perhaps we 
should have followed what Air Force has in the matter and never 
made this change. 

Mr. Winsteap. Is your proposition, Colonel Boyer, in keeping with 
the Regulars? 

Colonel Borer. What is that? 

Mr. Winsteap. What you propose there. Is that in line with 
what the Regulars now obtain! 
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Colonel Brackert. No, sir. 

Mr. Mrwnor. Sir, this comes up in connection with 3853, which is on 
page 33 of the large book you have in front of you, as to how you 
compute the number of years of service which a member is to have 
for transfer to the Retired Reserve. 

As presently drafted there is some service in there other than actual 
service. Colonel Boyer is suggesting that rf the change on page 33 
in column 4 is made, he would accept this—is that correct? 

Colonel Boyrr. That is right. 

Mr. Mrnor. But if it is not, then he would like to come back and 
discuss this section further. 

So I think actually the action you would take on this would have to 
be deferred pending the substantive question involved in section 3853. 

Mr. Putter. Well, if it is agreeable, at this time we will pass this 
particular section and we will proceed to read the rest of the bill. 
Then we can consider it in connection with the subsequent sections to 
which you referred. 

Read the next clause. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Clause (26) section 3848 is amended— 

(A) by amending subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(a) After July 1, 1965, except as provided in section 3847 of this title, each 
officer in the reserve grade of first lieutenant, captain, major, or lieutenant colonel 
who is not a member of the Retired Reserve, and each officer in the reserve 
grade of major who is assigned to the Army Nurse Corps, Army Medical Spe- 
cialist Corps, or the Women’s Army Corps, who has been recommended for 
promotion to the reserve grade of lieutenant colonel, who is not a member of 
the Retired Reserve, and who has remained in an active status since that recom- 
mendation, shall, 30 days after he completes 28 years of service computed under 
section 3853 of this title— 

“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefore ; or 

“(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his reserve appointment,” and 

(B) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof: 

“(d) Notwithstanding subsection (a), an officer who is assigned to the Army 
Nurse Corps, the Army Medical Specialist Corps, or the Women’s Army Corps 
and who would otherwise be removed from an active status under subsection (a) 
may, in the discretion of the Secretary of the Army, be retained in an active 
status, but not later than 30 days after he completes 30 years of service com- 
puted under section 3853 of this title.” 

Colonel Brackett, can you address yourself to that ? 

Colonel Brackett. What this does is exactly, again, the same as we 
did for Regulars. It puts all lieutenant colonels—male nurses and 
female and medical specialists, under the 28-year rule, and all majors 
on a recommended list for promotion to lieutenant colonel, with the 
exception of the fact in the case of the nurses and medical specialists 
and members of the Women’s Army Corps the Secretary may retain 
them until they complete 30 years service. That is because that is a 
limited number of colonels and lieutenant colonels that can be pro- 
moted in those particular grades. 

This is identical. Again, the item of—these two provisions in both 
bills are identical, with the exception of the date 1965. And that is 
the determination of the date, 1965, you have deferred. 

Mr. Putzrn. And the services are all in agreement on this par- 
ticular clause? The services are all in agreement about this particular 
clause? You are all in agreement about it ? 
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Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, they are. 
Mr. Minor. Except for 
Colonel Bracketr. Except for the date 1965. 
Mr. Puiiein. Except for the date. 
Mr. SuatinsHek. Yes, sir; we have held that in abeyance. 
Mr. Putten. The date we will hold in abeyance. You are in 
agreement ? . 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The date, of course, will be in consideration all 
through the bill, on many of these provisions. 

Mr. Puitein. We understand that. We will consider that at a later 
time. Do you have any questions ? 
( No response. ) 
Mr. Puitern. Without obection, we approve this section. 
Proceed to the next. 
Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 


Clause (27) section 3849 is repealed. 


This is again in a sense a technical change, since the substance of 
this existing provision has been incorporated in the rewrite in the 
preceding section. 

Mr. Puttary. Without objection, it will be adopted. 

Proceed. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 





Clause (28) section 3851 (a) is amended— 

(A) by striking out the figure “1960” and inserting the figure “1965” 
in place thereof; and 

(B) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade 
of colonel or brigadier general” and inserting the words “in the reserve 
grade of colonel or brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired 
Reserve or the adjutant general or assistant adjutant general of a State 
or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” in 
place thereof. 

Colonel Brackett, could you address yourself to that ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes. The first part 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. That isthe date. Forget that. 

Colonel Brackxerr. The first part: In the Reserve grade of colonel 
and brigadier general who is not a member of the Retired Reserve, 
under clause (B), is identical to the technical amendments we dis- 
cussed just a moment ago under section 3843 and section 3844. 

The second part perhaps General Strauss ought to address himself 





to. 
Mr. Puiiern. General Strauss. 
Colonel Brackerr. It exempts an officer in these grades who is 
serving as an adjutant general or an assistant adjutant general of a 
State, Territory, or Puerto Rico—assistant adjutant general of a 
State. So that only the age 64 would apply to those officers. Is that 
correct, General Strauss ? 

General Srrauss. Age 64 for adjutants general and age 60, depend- 
ing upon the grade. 

Colonel Brackerr. Depending upon his grade. 

General Srravss. For colonels and brigadier generals. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe the additional language not shown in 7325 
in this amendment but shown in 5083 should be included therein. 

The reason is as follows: Adjutants general and assistant adjutants 
general in the States and Territories are not included within the over- 
all number of colonels or brigadier generals authorized in the bill. 
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They are excluded from that limitation. Therefore, they do not 
hold up anybody’s promotion. 

They are strictly grades to which a person is appointed for the 
tenure of office, under other particular provisions of the existing 
statute. 

They are people who are responsible for administering the pro- 
gram of the National Guard, both Army and Air, within the several 
States. 

There retention under the law for attrition only by virtue of age in 
lieu of attrition by service in grade would cause no hardship to any 
other part of the program. Therefore, because of their importance 
in administering the program for the States and their tenure of office 
only, we believe they should be excluded in this particular provision, 
as shown. 

Mr. Putrsin. Colonel Brackett. 

Colonel Brackerr. Since this has no effect on the attrition of our 
reservists and these people are, in effect, the personal choice of the 
Governor, the Department of Defense wouldn’t have any objection 
to the inclusion of this particular clause. 

Mr. Puizsr. In other words, you are all in agreement regarding 
this? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puirpin. If there are no comments or questions, it will be 
adopted. Proceed to the next clause—— 

Colonel Bracketr. Under clause (A), 1965, again it is noted, that 
that particular portion is held in abeyance. 

Mr. Puirein. Yes, we understand that. That will be done. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Clause (29) Section 3852 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the figure “1960” and inserting the figure “1965” in place 
thereof ; and 

(B) by striking out the words “in an active status in the reserve grade of 
major general” and inserting the words “in the reserve grade of major general 
who is not a member of the Retired Reserve or the adjutant general of a State 
or Territory, Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” in place 
thereof. 

Again, this is a technical amendment. Colonel Brackett, can you 
elaborate on that? 

Colonel Brackerr. This whole thing is identical to that contained 
in the one immediately before it. The same remarks apply as far as 
the Department of Defense is concerned. 

General Srravuss. I would like to hold on this a minute. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. General Strauss has some comment he would like 
to make. 

Mr. Puiisin. General Strauss. 

General Strauss. Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. 

We have one peculiar problem in the National Guard existing at this 
time. It affects an individual officer only. This particular provision 
runs to major generals and would exclude adjutants general, as you 
approved in the last section, from attrition by virtue of service in 
grade. 

Since the bill was introduced I have been advised that we have 
at the present time one assistant adjutant general in the State of Ala- 
bama, a former division commander and a former adjutant general 
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of that State, who is a major general. All of our other adjutants 
general—assistant adjutants general are brigadier generals, colonels, 
or below, but for some strange reason we have this individual in the 
grade of major general and this would attack him specifically if we do 
not write in this particular provision also the words “adjutant general 
or assistant adjutant oinarel.* 

Mr. Purser. Yes. 

General Srrauss. I would like for the committee to consider that 
writing in here the words “assistant adjutant general” to take care of 
this one individual person. When he phases out of the program, as 
far as I can foresee there will never be another assistant in the grade 
of major general. But that happens to be the case right now. 

Mr. Puiery. Do you suggest language that would accomplish 
that ? 

General Srravss. I would make the language in this identical to 
the language in the previous section, including the words—after the 
words “or the adjutant general” on lines 7 and 8, insert the words “or 
assistant adjutant general.” 

Mr. Puitern. Any objection ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Puizsin. Without objection, that amendment will be adopted. 
If there is no objection, this section will be adopted. 

Mr, SLaTINsHEK (reading) : 


Clause (30) section 3853 is amended to read as follows: 


“$ 3853. Computation of years of service. 

“*For the purpose of determining whether a reserve commissioned officer may 
be transferred to the Retired Reserve, or discharged, under this chapter, his 
years of service are computed by adding— 

“*(1) all service as a commissioned officer of any armed force ; 
“*(2) all service as a commissioned officer in the National Guard, or in 
a federally recognized commissioned status in the National Guard; and 
“*(3) all service credited to him under section 3353 of this title. 
No service may be counted more than one.’ ” 

This is a purely National Guard recommendation and I believe the 
recommendation of the Reserve Officers Association. There is no 
counterpart in the defense bill. 

I would like the Chair’s permission to have Colonel Boyer speak to 
that. 

Mr. Puirain. Colonel Boyer, we would like to have your statement 
about it. 

Colonel Boyer. Under the present provisions of ROPA there is a 
definition in the Army section which reads as follows: 


The number of years in which an officer’s age exceeds 25. 


Now, that 25 is considered as constructive service. For instance, if 
an officer was commissioned at age 36, you take 25 and 36 and that is 
11. When that officer accumulates a total of 17 actual years of com- 
missioned service and you add these 11 years of constructive service, 
he then has a total of 28 years total commissioned service and he 
can’t qualify and receive Reserve retirement, because he is knocked out 
with only 17 years of actual commissioned service. 

Now, in OPA, or in other laws dealing with the Regular service, 
this constructive service counts for retirement. 
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Now, we have not, asked for this constructive service to count for 
retirement. But by adopting clause 30 here, it knows out that defini- 
tion by which the number of years exceeds 25 and in such a manner 
allows the officer to qualify by getting the number of years of total 
commissioned service required in which if he can get his 20 years of 
satisfactory service it will make it possible for him to receive 
retirement. 

Mr. Puteri. I understand, 

Solonel Boyer. And I might say that the services—the Army 
agreed to this when it went over it originally. 

Mr. Putten. Do you have any comments? 

Colonel Brackerr. No, sir; Colonel Boyer’s statement is not correct. 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. 

Colonel Eaateron. Oh, no. 

Colonel Boyzr. Not onthis? I beg your pardon. 

Colonel Bracxerr. This was not in the bill that went over to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Colonel Boyrr. lam sorry. 

Colonel Bracxerr. The Army has serious objections to this, in 
which the Department of Defense concurs, and the Army would like 
to speak to it. 

Mr. Putiern. We will hear you. Let us have your statement. 

Colonel Eccteron. I must also add that Mr. Orth, the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army, has asked me to request your permission to 
appear before you at the next meeting to explore more fully this prob- 
lem of the computation of years of service and extension of the length 
of service attritive provisions until 1965. 

Sir, this “age over 25,” in the computation of years of service was 
written into the bill in 1954 with the full consent and knowledge and 
approval of all the people present at the time the bill was written. 

Now, until 1960 the elimination of officers other than for cause or 
disability is based on age. Fifty-five for lieutenant colonels, for ex- 
ample; 58 for colonels, and 60 for brigadier generals. 

In 1960 these provisions—that is, these temporary provisions—are 
eliminated and age 60 becomes the total age for officers below the grade 
of and including brigadier general. 

In addition, on that same date completion of the prescribed total 
years of service comes into effect. 

Now, this criteria of total years of service is 28 total years for lieu- 
tenant colonels and below; 30 total years or 5 years in grade for 
colonels and brigadier generals, and 35 years total service or 5 years 
in grade for major generals. 

Now as Colonel Boyer mentioned, the officer’s total years of service 
is to be computed by definition on the basis of how long he has held 
the appointment or the period of time by which his age exceeds 25. 

General Srrauss. Whichever is greater. 

Colonel Eeeteron. For example, starting July 1, 1960, there will 
be some officers who upon completion of the prescribed total years of 
service will not qualify for retirement benefits or for retention under 
the savings clause, which provides that if on July 1, 1960, an officer 
has 18 total years of satisfactory service, he may be retained in order 
to keep 20. 
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Now these two eventualities—the fact that an officer will not be 
qualified for retired pay or will not be qualified for retention—are 
the basis for the concern expressed by Colonel Boyer and other indi- 
viduals and other organizations. The answer to the question: Why 
can’t these officers qualify for retirement, is contained in one of the 
two following answers: 

First, the officer himself has held the appointment long enough, but 
because of his failure to participate and earn the necessary number 
of satisfactory years he will not be ualified for retirement pay when 
these provisions become effective. Or second, he accepted the initial 
appointment at an age which would preclude his qualifying for retire- 
ment benefits regardless of how active he is or has been. 

I know you have heard many times since we started this meeting, 
sir, that ROPA was designed to provide vigorous leadership to the 
Reserve through a constant flow of appointments, promotions, and 
elimination. You have also been advised that you told us in 1954 that 
we were to enforce these vitalization and elimination provisions 
vigorously. 

If I may ask you to turn to page 1 of your Ramseyer and focus your 
attention on the Army strength column, I would lke to demonstrate 
to the the problem we face. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Page 1? 

Colonel Ecetetron. Page 1 of the Ramseyer, sir. 

You will note the Army is authorized 275,000 Reserve officers in 
an active status and that on January 31, 1959, we had over 271,000 of 
this total. Now, not indicated on that chart, Mr. Chairman, are our 
officer requirements or accessions. Last year, for example, we com- 
missioned over 13,400 ROTC graduates for 2 years’ active duty with 
the Active Army, or for 6 months’ training with the Reserve com- 
ponents. 

Mr. Putten. How many did you commission ? 

Colonel Eeeieron. 13,400. 

Now this is a continuing requirement which we face each year. 
We must commission some 13,000 ROTC graduates. In addition, 
we must commission the graduates from the Active Army and the 
State officer candidate schools. We must also commission doctors and 
dentists prior to their induction. 

It is obvious from this that we must have almost an indentical flow 
from the top if we are to input these younger officers at the bottom. 
And that of course is the purpose of ROPA, to provide the flow from 
the top for the input at the bottom. 

I would like you also to compare the actual number of lieutenant 
colonels and majors with that authorized. You will note that we are 
more than 6,000 lieutenant colonels over the authorization, and nearly 
5,000 over in the grade of major. 

This situation would be much worse were it not for the temporary 
age limitations which expire on July 1, 1960. It is just as obvious 
that any action which will aggravate this hump will serve only to 
further delay its solution. 

I would lke to examine the impact that “age over 25” will have 
among the Reserve officers of the Army not on active duty. I might 
add, now, sir, that representatives from the Office of the Deputy 
Chief of Staff of Personnel are here and they are prepared to talk 
with respect to the officers on active duty. 
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My concern is with the Reserve officer not on active duty. Major 
Brown, would you please issue the tabulations ? 

Major Brown will give you, sir, a tabulation showing the numbers 
to be effected between July 1, 1960, and July 1, 1970—a 10-year span. 
This tabulation, sir, is by branch for each of the 10 fiscal years we are 
discussing. 

If I might direct your attention to that for the Armor Branch—it 
is the first on page 1—and to fiscal year 1961. 

The top figure of 177 indicates the number of officers who during 
fiscal year 1961 will be removed from an active status because of age 
over 25. 

Of that 177, 156 will have qualified or will be able to qualify for title 
3 retirement. 

General Srrauss. How many? 

Colonel Eaeieron. 156. 

The 21 represents those who will not qualify for retirement, and 
they will be transferred to the retired Reserve without having so 
qualified. If we examine all the branches, we will note that there 
are some 30,778 Reserve officers who will complete the prescribed total 
years of service because of age 25 during this 10-year period. 

Mr. SiatTinsHeK. What was that figure, Colonel, that last one ? 

Colonel Eeeieron. 30,778. I think that ties in with the figure on 
the bottom of page 4; that is, of the fourth page. 

Now of those 30,778, 26,048 will have qualified for retirement or 
will be permitted to so qualify. 4,770 during this 10-year period will 
not qualify for retirement, and will be transferred without having so 
qualified. 

Mr. SxiatinsHeK. Colonel, are these actual figures, or estimated 
figures ? 

Colonel Eectetron. Major Brown, these are actual, are they not ? 

Major Brown. Based on reports from the field. 

Colonel Eceieron. These are actual figures based on the reports 
from the six Zone of Interior armies. 

Colonel Boyer. They include both 

Colonel Eaeitetron. This does not include active duty. These are 
just officers not on active duty. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. I realize that. Active-status officers, other than 
active duty. 

Colonel Eecteron. Now going back again to the reason why these 
4,000-some-odd can’t qualify. It is because of the same two answers 
I gave you before. They either have not participated sufficiently to 
qualify, or they accepted their commission at so late an age they 
couldn’t qualify if they kept active every year. 

We have also asked the armies to let us know in their estimate how 
many of these 4,000-some-odd could qualify if given the opportunity 
to do so. They have come back and told us that fewer than half 
would take the opportunity to so qualify. 

Now percentagewise, this figure of 4,700 represents only 1.7 percent 
of the active-status authorization and is spread over a 10-year period. 
You will note that officers in all branches are affected, and not just 
the professional branches. 

However, initial losses in the Army Nurse Corps, the Chaplain’s 
Corps and the WAC, are slightly higher than the average. But you 
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will note that after 1963, the losses in these branches decline to the 
average for all the other branches. 

Thus, as Count Boyer says, it is true that the operation of age- 
over-25 principle tends to shorten the military life of a small number 
of officers, especially those in professional groups where the average 
appointment age is somewhat higher than in the combat arms. 

However, we must not forget that these professionals are generally 
appointed in a higher grade than the combat arm officer. They are 
also credited with periods of service which counts for promotion 
service and for placement on the promotion list. 

Even in this group, the average appointment age is sufficiently 
young to permit ample opportunity for retirement qualification. For 
example, the chaplain appointed at age 30, which is the average we 
are told for the appointment of chaplains, has 23 years to acquire 
18 years of satisfactory service. 

The Army, sir, has had this under study for over a year. In fact, 
if we hadn’t studied this problem we wouldn’t be talking about it 
today. That is not new. The Army is not implementing something 
that was not in the original law. 

Now, in our study we have considered several courses of action 
which would reduce the number of officers who would not have the 
opportunity to qualify for retirement or which would serve to increase 
the military life of those in professional branches. 

I would like to enumerate, if I may, sir, several of the courses of 
action we considered prior to coming to the conclusion that no change 
was necessary from a military requirement point of view. 

The first course of action we considered was to postpone the effec- 
tive date of section 327. Now, unless the present temporary age 
criteria were also extended for a like petiod. age 60 for brigadier 

enerals and below would be the sole criteria for removal, other than 
or cause or disability. 

This action would serve to delay liquidation of the hump which 
I previously discussed with you in the grades of lieutenant colonel 
and major. It would actually serve to aggravate this situation be- 
cause officers who would otherwise be removed will be retained, and 
during the retention period would qualify for and be considered for 
promotion. 

The net effect is to reward a few who might have participated 
continuously, but whose appointment age otherwise precludes their 
satisfactory participation to the extent necessary to qualify for re- 
tirement. It would reward the many who have not participated, 
by giving them an additional period in which to qualify. This would 
reward delinquency. 

It would also reward all of the 34,700 affected with increased 
opportunity for promotion and higher retirement pay. In other 
words, it wouldn’t be removing anybody. These 30,000 would stay on. 

Thus there will be an insufficient flow from the top of our pyramid 
to equalize the number of new officers, many of which we require. 
The average age of these senior officers would be increased by several 
years. Retirement costs would swell, and an estimate which we have 
made on the additional retirement costs would be that they would be 
increased by $1.1 million in fiscal year 1968, and $2.1 million in fiscal 
year 1972. 
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For these reasons, the Army did not adopt the first course of action 
which was to postpone the olertive date of section 327. The second 
course of action we considered was to employ the maximum age as 
the only vitalization provision, and not consider length of service. 
This would eliminate total years of service from the attritive pro- 
visions. It would deviate from law and the policies established for 
the Regular components. 

It, too, would aggravate the hump and create a considerable in- 
crease in retirement costs. We were unable to obtain an estimate even 
of what this increase would be at this time. 

Mr. Anverson. May I ask a question ? 

Colonel Eacieton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Was that age of service to be 60 or was it to be the 
presently set up ages in grade / 

Colonel Eacietron. It would be the ages, sir, to be effective in 1960— 
60 for brigadier generals and below. 

Mr. Anperson. The age of 60 is the one you considered in your 
second course of action ? 

Colonel Eacteron. That is right, sir. 

The third course of action was to provide for selective retention— 
that is, retention. of officers in selected branches. This would pro- 
vide relief for members in selected branches, particularly the pro- 
fessionals, such as our nurses, our chaplains, our judge advocate 
generals, and others. 

Our study, however, shows that all branches are similarly affected 
and to single out one group to receive preferential treatment is dis- 
criminatory toward the others. 

Mr. Puts. So you did not give any special consideration to 
chaplains in reaching this decision ? 

Colonel Eacteron. Yes, sir, but not to chaplains alone, because we 
would then be discriminating against other branches. Sir, we feel if 
this were adopted for chaplains it should be provided for all branches. 

Mr. Puitsrin. Do you consider there are any special conditions af- 
fecting the chaplains, their entry into the service, and their service 
and so forth, that don’t relate to some of the other branches or other 
specialties ? 

Colonel Eaeieron. Sir, the situation with respect to chaplains is 
almost identical with respect to the other professionals—the judge 
advocate generals, the doctors and the nurses and the Wacs. We feel 
that just to single out the chaplains would be an injustice to the 
other branches. 

Mr. Puttar. I think most of them require longer training and 
longer experience before they can enter the chaplain service. 

Colonel Eeeteron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puiery. I mean they contend they can’t, until they are about 
age 30, because it is necessary for them to get their training. 

Colonel Eaeteron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puter. They take their divinity school training. 

Colonel Eaeteton. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Putten. That is usually the age of 25 or 26. Then they have 
to have considerable experience before they can go on? 

Colonel Eaciteron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Puivetn. And be really effective officers. 
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Now did you consider those factors? 

Colonel Eacieton. Yes, sir; we have. Now the active duty people 
have—— 

Mr. Suatinsuex. ( Aside.) 

Mr. Putri. I was especially interested in learning whether you 
found in their overall consideration you might acsoidl some special 
consideration to the chaplains since they do not enter the service 
until a later date? 

Colonel Eacteron. That is right. 

Mr. Puitern. And they have special duties to perform. 

Colonel Eacietron. Generally I am talking about the chaplain not 
on active duty, sir. We find that they are commissioned at age 30. 
They then have some 23 years to acquire 18 total years of service and 
be retired. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pumpry. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I want to call your attention to the matter you appar- 
ently got, one thing. You say about half of these officers that would 
be affected do not keep up their work, you know have not been active. 

Colonel Eecieron. Sir—excuse me, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And on that very thing, they would not be a problem 
in retirement. It might be in holding vacancies. They would not 
be a problem in retirement because they would never retire. 

For your information—you perhaps are not aware of it, but it is 
very difficult today for Reserve officers, and I think it should be, to 
keep up the unit points and keep active. It is a matter you appar- 
ently know. So 50 percent of the cost of your retirement is absolutely 
out the window. 

Secondly, now the people in the Regular Army—let’s say a man you 
needed was commissioned at 36 in the Regular Army. Now do you 
count any of that constructive time toward his retirement ? 

Colonel Eeaieron. Yes, sir. 

F Mr. Mine But you do not for Reserves, even if he is on active duty, 
o you 
olonel Ecctxton. Not for retired pay, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And—that is right. And you do not count his time 
toward retirement, do you, a Reserve ? 

What I am trying to say here: I want to point out that there is one 
very rank error in your figuring. Also let’s go along to the matter of 
a lar officer who is appointed at 36. You need them or you 
woeba’s appointthem. Iam not objecting to that. 

There he gets a constructive credit toward retirement of those 11 
years, doesn’t he? 

Colonel Eceteron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And you do not give that to the Reserve, but you hold it 
— him, to force his retirement, regardless of how active he has 

n 


As you have heard in these hearings before, I have never been a 


person screaming about the mistreated Reserves, but frankly I have 
never seen a witness take—and I know you are acting on instructions— 
as almost an unfair attitude in the whole thing, because here you take 
the constructive service to the Regular officer and count it to his credit. 
I do not believe you should count that to the credit of the Reserve 
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officer. But even with the Reserve officer on active duty, you are 
counting it toward enforced retirement before he can even get his 
retirement. 

Mr. Chairman, you see what I am driving at here? 

Mr. Posi. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. Here you count it for your Regular officer, as to his 
credit. He gets il years toward his retirement, that he never served 
a day on. 

I a not asking you to count that for the Reserve, but I frankly 
can’t see any degree of fairness in your trying to force him out of the 
service, using that lever to his disadvantage in the Reserves and to his 
advantage in the Regulars. 

Colonel Borer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer. Because he 
brought in here something that I would like to get straight. He said 
the committee approved that. That is right. Back in 1954. But in 
the latter part of the hearings it was that the representative of the 
Department of the Army came over and said “We have a definition in 
OPA we left out of ROPA,” and this 25-year definition was introduced. 

I am positive that Colonel Parker—lI am positive he did not do it 
deliberately. But that would never have been passed if they had 
told the committee and had told me that this time counts for con- 
structive service—I mean for retirement purposes for Regulars but 
doesn’t count for Reserves. 

Mr. Bray. No. To me that is one of the most unfair things. It 
is the first time I have ever accused the Department of the Army of 
coming in here unfairly. But that is one of the most unfair things 
that I have heard you gentlemen bring here. 

Furthermore—now the Air Force does not have this, do they? 

Colonel Eacieron. No, sir. 

Colonel Boyrr. And the Navy doesn’t—no, I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Bray. Furthermore, I realize you have a problem today, but 
it is a problem that is going to work itself out at least by 1965, because 
practically all of these older officers that you appointed were ap- 
pointed during the war years, isn’t that true, Colonel ? 

Colonel Eacieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. And the situation is going to work itself out. I just 
want at Bey out a situation, a hypothetical situation. Let’s say that 
you needed a man—and I assume you needed these older persons or 
your wouldn’t have commissioned them—say 36 years of age, which 
would make it impossible now for him 

Colonel Eaeieton. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. He keeps up all his points and did exactly what he was 
supposed to do and was an active person. Now today—in 1954 we 
passed this other bill which would eliminate him, under which he 
would not have been eliminated under the procedure up until that 
time. I am not one that is wanting to add up a great deal of expense 
for retirement. In fact, we are creating a pretty difficult matter. 

But here I am trying to point out to you the utter unfair position 
you are taking here. Let’s say a Regular Army officer was ap- 
pointed at 36, and a Reserve was appointed at 36, and you needed both 
of them and both of them served and did their job. 

Now you count toward retirement the 11 years that the Regular 
officer had and then you make a new count to keep him from ever 
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getting retirement regardless of how long he works or how much he 
accomplishes. 

I can say in advance that I certainly will not want to go along with 
that kind of a philosophy. And I don’t see how we can. I know you 
want to protect your retirement for your Regulars, and I am very 
much in favor of it. 

I for one have discouraged before this committee legislation try- 

ing to create a lot more officers. I fought for UMT, because you 
are going to create a situation here yet—your whole Department came 
and testified we had to have it to save America. You were going to 
have 2,900,000 people drilling every week, with their atom bomb or 
cannon or tank or whatever it was. And they would be called in a 
moment’s notice. I said it would create a cost of retirement here 
that we simply couldn’t stand. I was greatly criticized, frankly, by 
the Reserve Officers Association, for my stand on the matter. 
_ So I am not one of these, that you say, die-hard reservists. But it 
is hard for me to see how you can come here with a straight face and 
ask us to follow a course that would count for the benefit of one what 
you count for the destruction of another. 

That is all I have to say. But I believe I understand your plan 
very well. 

olonel Eecteton. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. St. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question? 

Mr. Pumer. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Str. Gzorce. Now of course it does appear that there is a very 
definite inequity here. I would like to ask two questions: First of 
all, we are talking of appointing a Regular Army officer at the age of 
36. How can he be a Regular Army—well, not necessarily a Regular 
Army, but a Regular Army man at the age of 362 What has he been 
doing before that ? 

Mr. Minor. Of course that would not be legally permissible today. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. That is exactly what I am getting at. 

Mr. Minor. You have to be able to complete 20 years of service at 
the age of 55. So age 35—— 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. So that is a presumption we could throw out of 
the window, because he couldn’t have been in the Regular Army 
at 36. 

Mr. Minor. There would be possibly one exception of some of the 
professional class who have had some service in their background 
and got constructive service. But the Integration Act 

Mr. Bray. I know of technicians that are very fine men who were 
appointed even later than that into the Regular service. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well, that isa great exception, is it not? 

Colonel Borer. They were appointed in the integration of 1946 and 
1947, up to age 4. Ly 

General Strauss. That is right. 

Mrs. St. Groree. Into the Regular Army ? 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, ma’am. . 

Mrs. Sr. Groree. Of course that was in wartime. We don’t expect 

to go on all the time. 
Golonel Boyer. These are the same group of officers in the Reserve 
that these wartime officers got appointed in the higher grades in the 
Regular service. 
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Mr. Bray. Might I add that people who went into the Army—and 
there are many instances of it. I am not critical of it. I think they 
lent great skills to the Government. I am not critical of that sit- 
uation. 

But you integrated—TI know officers that served under me that were 
integrated up to as late as age—in the early forties. They had been 
Reserve officers and they applied to be integrated. The reason I know 
they did is because they sent a questionnaire on their capabilities. So 
that did exist. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. That, of course, is years ago. 

Now my other question: When these Reserve officers at the age of 
36 go into service, are they fully aware of the fact that they will not 
have these retirement rights ¢ 

Colonel Boyrr. Let me answer that. Up until I think it was May 
1957—that was the first notice that the Reserves out at the working 
level had of any notification that this was going to be applied. There 
was a memorandum went out from the Department of the Army, and 
up to that time these older officers had been told, “If you participate, 
and so forth, you will earn your retirement.” And they had partici- 
vated. 

Then all of a sudden they got a bucket of ice water thrown right in 
their face. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Then we can say this was a brand new thing that 
was presented to them only 3 years ago? 

Colonel Boyer. Well, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it was 
May of 1957 when the first notice was put out to the field, and they got 
the impact. They may have known of it at higher places, but that is 
the first impact in the field. 

Mrs. Str. Grorce. Of course, Mr. Chairman, that is a very important 
point. If these men knew what to expect when they were taken in 
and their position was fully panoplied, there would be no argument. 
If they didn’t know and suddenly in 1957 they were presented with 
this, it does cause a grave injustice. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, they couldn’t have known it, because the 
people involved here went into the Army in 1942, 1943, and 1944, and 
this was not even passed by this committee until 1954, 10 years after 
that. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. So they claim they could not have known it. That to me 
is very important. 

Colonel Eceteron. Mr. Chairman, if I may 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ¢ 

Mr. Prizern. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. How do you give the Regulars these 11 years? 

Colonel Eceieron. Sir, may I ask that Major Stevens 

Mr. Winsteap. Yes, anybody. 

Colonel Eeeteron. From the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Personnel, to explain that. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. As I understand, you gave them 11 years of serv- 
ice, and they may never have had a day of that 11 years in the service. 

Major Srevens. Sir, I am Major Stevens from the Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, Department of the Army. 

I would like to address myself to giving constructive service to the 
Regular officer during integration. The Army had experienced after 
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World War I the problem with the hump in the officer corps. At the 
time of 1946 and 1947, the integration, the constructive credit was 
awarded to these officers based on their age at appointment in order 
to take them back to a basic age of 25. The reasoning for this was 
that we were—during the integration we desired to obtain the people 
with the highest skills that the Army desired and the best records. 

If we had only elected to pay these people for the years that they 
would be required to serve prior to mandatory retirement, some of these 
people would have gone out with only 15 or 16 years. This was used as 
an inducement method to get the people aboard, to line them up with 
their contemporaries so that they would be by rank and age at the 
same point. Also we now find ourselves, the Army, in the position of 
not having a large hump of World War II people commissioned in 
World War II at 46, going out at the same time. They are programed 
as losses now over a span = eee 

The law of course gave us the authority to do this, to commission 
these people and to give them this constructive credit. 

Mr. Winsteap. Let me ask there: I imagine you asked for that law, 
I assume you did, and we gave it to you. Go ahead. 

Major Stevens. At the present time, sir, we have our procurement 
laws geared as a basic commission date of age 25 for all components 
for the Regular. 

But this was the background of why the constructive credit was 
given in World War II, after World War II. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Now that being true, you also had some of these Re- 
serve officers that you needed during that wartime period, didn’t you, 
of the older age group? 

Major STevens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wivsteap. I was getting pretty sympathetic with your line of 
reasoning until Mr. Bray exploded this ae. I don’t quite see— 
you have Reserve officers that you needed at the same time, that you 
took in at an older age. They kept up their services. Now why 
shouldn’t the same yardstick apply to them, with all fairness? 

Major Srevens. Sir, I believe this is the proper time when we 
can 

Mr. Winsteap. There may be a reason. That is what I am trying 
to find out, what the reason is. 

Major Srevens. Yes, sir. I believe we can explain our proposal 
in the Army of how we intend to handle the Reserve officer on active 
duty if this is effected. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. If this is not in order at this time, Mr. Chair- 
man 

Mr. Puizern. My only point, though, is that the Army has re- 
quested further opportunity to be heard. One of the Secretaries 
wanted to be heard on this point ? 

Colonel Eaaieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puirern. Perhaps if we could defer the consideration of this 
entire matter we are now discussing until such time as he is able to 
appear, then we can go over the matter carefully and give everyone 
who wants to be heard an opportunity to be heard and give every 
member of the committee an opportunity to question the witness. 

Mr. Winsteap. To follow up at that time? 

Mr. Puiarn. Yes. 
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Mr. Anpverson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Puts. General. 

Mr. Anperson. This colonel was listing eight courses of action and 
he only listed three. I wonder if for our thinking—at least for mine, 
I me appreciate knowing what the other courses are. 

Mr. Puttern. You want to know the other courses of action. 

Colonel Eeeieron. Just enumerate them to you, sir? 

Mr. Anverson. Outline. 

Mr, Puitern. Proceed and finish. Have you finished your state- 
ment ! 

Colonel Eeateron. No, sir, I haven’t. It is not really a statement. 
It is just notes that I had I am talking from. 

The fourth course of action which we considered—I won’t go into 
it in detail—was to include age over 25 in the computation of title 3 
retired pay. 

Mr. Anperson. Would you indicate what that is again? 

Colonel Eceteron. This is the matter that Congressman Bray just 
brought up. If we do it for the Regulars, counting his constructive 
service for retired pay, why not do it for the reservist. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Eacteron. Why isn’t it done for the reservist ? 

Mr. Anperson. So this would require amendment of the public law 
on retirement ? 

Colonel Eaeiteron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. No, of a different law than we have before us. 

Colonel Ecateron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Colonel Eccieron. This would serve to ease the problem of those 
who would be removed from an active status without retirement bene- 
fits and increase the retired pay for those who have qualified for such 
benefits. It will not, however, serve to increase the military life of 
those affected. Even though it would parallel the Regular establish- 
ment where mandatory retirement is concerned, the cost would be 
greatly increased. It is estimated that an additional 1.3 million in 
fiscal year 1961 and 14.8 millions in fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. Anperson. What was the last figure, please ? 

Mr. Putter. That will be the cost by 1971. 

Colonel Eecteron. By fiscal year 1971, additional cost. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Colonel Eggleton, you mean this would be addi- 
tional cost if we simply eliminated this particular definition? 
[Chorus of “No.” ] 

Mr. Anperson. If we gave them the same provision as we are now 
giving to the Regular officer. 

Mr. SuaTiInsHEK. Oh, excuse me. 

Colonel Eecteron. The fifth course of action we considered was to 
eliminate age 25 from the definition of conmpatasion of total years of 
service. That is the same as in proposed H.R. 5083. 


This would then define total years of service as the time the officer 
has held an appointment plus the constructive service he receives upon 
his initial appointment. 

General Srravss. No. 

Mr. Minor. Yes. 
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Colonel Eecteton. This too would permit an increase in the actual 
corvice performed, but will aggravate the hump situation in the higher 

es. 

This of course is always a deterrent to younger officers who find 
the wave advancement blocked. It would also result in substantially 
higher retirement costs. 

hese are about—estimate, again, sir. About 2.2 million in fiscal 
year 1967 and 6.7 million in fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. Anperson. Could you tell me how this differs from your course 
of action No. 1? 

Colonel Eacteron. The course of action No. 1 is a delay, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. A delay for 5 years? 

Colonel Ecciteton. Whatever it might be; yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Otherwise, these are essentially the same courses of 
action ¢ 

Colonel Eactrron. Yes, sir. 

The sixth and final course of action was no change in existing law. 
Now the Army analysis indicated that there was no particular branch 
or service which would be materially affected on and after July 1, 
1960. 

In fact, we found that the attritive provisions will serve to vitalize 
the corps, reduce our hump, increase our mobilization readiness, and 
increase the opportunity of younger officers to participate and advance 
in grade and position. 

Mr. Anprerson. Now there is—— 

Colonel Eacieron. I only have six courses of action, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. I thought you said eight. But you left out one 
that could be called a separate course of action or a subheading of No. 
1, and that is the postponement to go with—I mean the extension of 
both the 25-year provision and retaining the present age structure, 
which it seems to me—— 

Colonel Eectetron. I mentioned that, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. Is the most likely course of action to be considered 
by this committee ? 

Colonel Eccieron. I mentioned that. 

a Anpverson. You mentioned it, but did not give your analysis 
of it. 

Colonel Eecieron. No. 

Mr. Anperson. As to cost of or its effect. That would appear to be 
the most acceptable sort of an answer, as far as I am concerned. 
Could you provide us an analysis when you come back ? 

Colonel Eceieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. Of that course of action. 

Mr. Puitsrn. Which of these methods are used by the Navy and 
the Air Force to solve the problem under discussion ? 

Colonel Eeereron. Sir, I don’t believe the Navy or Air Force has 
this particular problem. 

Mr. StattnsHeK. The Navy—neither of the other services have this 
method of computing total years of service. That has been one of 
the sore points in contention since, for instance, the Air Force appears 
to have no need for it. And I address myself now to the attrition 
factor, the fact that you feel that this is very necessary for future 
attrition. 





Now in the Army assume that your procurement policies and your 
commissioning policies will require in the future that you give com- 
missions to people at relatively youthful ages so that you have a great 
span of time for mobilization purposes. 

So, therefore, the problem that you have today on this group of 
oflicers that you commissioned in World War Ii will probably for 
practical purposes not exist in the future. 

Colonel Eacieron. It depends upon the action of this committee. 

Mr. SiatrinsHEK. Because of your procurement policies and your 
commissioning policies 

Colonel Eccieron. It w illeventually, some time in the unpredictable 
future, work out, depending upon what this committee does. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. That is right. ‘The Air Force at this particular 
time does not have the total years of service definition. ‘They appear 
to have no difficulty. Yet the people that they commissioned were 
in fact Army people. 

General Srrauss. That is right. 

Mr. Siarinsuek. They simply transferred over. So I can’t quite 
understand why you have a great problem and a great fear on this 
attrition factor, Whereas the Air Force does not. 

I wonder if Colonel Brackett could speak to that ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Well, I think one of the major reasons—and 
we are very sympathetic with the Army on this particular problem. 
But I think one of the major reasons is that we don’t have nearly 
as large a group of people in these age groups as does the Army. 
Most of our officers were commissioned, of course, as flying officers. 
None of them could take training except at a very young age. “Twenty- 
six was the maximum. We did get some of these older officers, but 
they are not to the numbers that they have the great effect on the 
hump that the Army does at the present time. Our officer corps 
even in these grades is considerably more youthful. 

Mr. Puuern. If there is no further comment or questions from 
the committee on this point, we will defer action on the clause and 
consider it at a later date when we have an opportunity to receive 
further testimony from the Army. 

I think—if the committee has no further questions or comments— 
we will adjourn the committee until 10 o’clock Wednesday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:43 a.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, June 17, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, June 17, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. 

We will continue our hearings on H.R. 5083. I understand this 
morning, Mr. Slatinshek, that Secretary Milton wants to be heard 
on the provision of the bill under discussion on the attrition feature. 
What section is that? 

Mr. SuatrnsHexk. It actually occurs in clause 30 of H.R. 5083. 

Mr. Rivers. On page 33 of our committee print # 
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Mr. SLaTiInsHEeK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you want to appear on that, Mr. Milton ? 

Secretary Miron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I held myself available for recall if you had any queries that you 
wanted to put to me. I am here to answer them. I have been kept 
abreast of your hearings. I do know of some of the focal points 
that you are discussing. I came here hoping that I might aid you 
any way I possibly could. 

Mr. Rivers. Won’t you havea seat. I was not here Monday because 
I couldn’t be here. While I was away they had a discussion of this 
attrition feature in the bill under discussion as it applies to the con- 
structive years for forced retirement. The Army we understand 
opposes that. Someone said Mr. Orth was going to be here this 
morning, but that you were going to—— 

Secretary Miuron. I came in lieu of Mr. Orth or Mr. Short. As 
you know, I am pretty close to this area and keep pretty close to it. 

Mr. Rivers. Our fear is that in effect the bill sent up to the Hill 
by the Department of Defense changes the rules in the middle of 
the game on a group of Reserve officers, notably specialists and chap- 
lains—I imagine physicians, or anybody who had been commissioned 
after he had passed the age of 25. I would like to have your com- 
ment on what would happen to the Army—TI understand there are 
4,700 officers affected. They feel that the rules are being changed 
on them, and it will militate against them specifically, and only in 
the Army. I would like to hear you on that, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Mivron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; 
I do not reconcile the figure of 4,700. However, if I may I would 
like to reach back a little bit. Of course you know that I consider 
this ROPA one of the most constructive pieces of legislation that 
has ever passed the Congress on the Reserve components. The initial 
premise of ROPA was to give vitality and effectiveness to your Re- 
serve components. Never once have I heard this committee nor any 
member thereof say anything other than that they wanted an effec- 
tive Reserve. This was a means of implementing an effective Reserve. 

In 1954, when we were discussing this bill, we fully realized that 
come 1960 there were going to be problems. But the Army, immedi- 
ately upon the passage of this bill, went into a long-range vitaliza- 
tion program. As I testified before the committee, the past 4 years 
have been extremely arduous by reason of our gradual implementa- 
tion of ROPA, rather than waiting until July 1, 1960, and then 
having a precipitant cutoff. I am certain the chairman and members 
of the committee realize that last year the Army was the only 
service that was not called up here and asked to account for a RIF. 
The reason for that is that we have been working on this for a period 
of 4 years. In my considered opinion it has worked very well. 

Of course there have been individual cases where there has heen 
hardship. You granted a 5-year period from June 1, 1955, to June 
1, 1960, and you did that for two reasons: The first one was that 
you had granted a similar period of time in the OPA, which you 
passed in 1947 for the officers of the Regular Establishment. I re- 
member so well when were discussing it, I raised the point that we 
ought to have that 5-year period in order to put the reservists—and 
your premise is always that we ought to put them, in the same posi- 
tion as the Regular to the greatest extent possible. 
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So we said we would have a 5-year period. In this 5-year period 
from 1954 until the present the officer stren of the US. Army 
has come down from 146,000 to 101,000. e have brought that 
down by the anticipation of that on July 1, 1960—as one of the fac- 
tors, not all the factors—but as one of the factors that come July 1, 
1960, the so-called years of service would apply and therefore certain 
individuals would have to get out. Thus the earlier they got out 
and could adjust to the outside economy, if they could not be retire- 
ment qualified, the better off they were. 

The vast majority of the reservists accepted that. They said “If 
I am 48 or 49, I would rather get out now and adjust to an economy, 
rather than to wait until age 55, when I might have a harder time 
getting a job.” I thought that was a humane way to approach it. 

We have applied that principle. If perchance we say that July— 
this is our rationale—if perchance we say instead of July 1, 1960— 
it is not going to be July 1, 1960, but it is going to be 2 years, 3 years, 
5 years food the way, then these people who have gotten out, had 
they stayed on they could have qualified for retirement. 

1 am thinking of the reservist on extended active duty when I make 
these comments. I would like to give you something of the numbers. 
Actually under this provision of the law, that is the years of service 

rovision which we normally speak of as 28; a lieutenant colonel and 

low, 30. There have been something in excess of 2,000 officers who 
have already gotten out, who took the position that: “It is better 
for me to get out at an earlier age than it is to walk right up to an age 
of 55 or 54 and then have to be thrown on the economy without any 
income.” There is something in excess of 2,000 who have already 
gotten out. 

From July 1, 1960, I will have 134 men on the roster of the Active 
Army who will lose by this provision. Of that 134, there are 8 of 
them who never can become qualified for retirement. 

In other words, even if they went on to age 60, they still can’t qual- 
ify. That remaining 126, there are 50 percent of them, or possibly bet- 
ter, who will retire under title 3, What I am saying to you, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, is that we have been working at 
this. You told us 4 years ago what you wanted to do was to vitalize 
the Reserve and Active Army. We have ben working on this over this 
4-year period. If we extend it, all you are possibly doing is helping 
some 134 out of a total of something like 2,200 who could have been 
helped had we known it 4 years ago. So to me there is just a little 
pang of conscience that we let some of them out under a certain 
premise which is now going to be changed. 

Mr. Rivers. That becomes effective the end of the fiscal year. 

Secretary Mitton. That is right, 1960. 

Mr. Rivers. General Harrison of the National Guard suggested 
that it shouldn’t come at the end of the fiscal year, but if it comes any 
time it should come at the end of the calendar, because of the maneu- 
vers going on and it disrupts everything. 

Secretary Mizron. I think I paves find a way under the law to 
obviate that. He is talking about a different class of reservists than 
Iam. Reservists fall into two classes, those on extended active duty, 
and those not on extended active duty. The figure I gave you with 
those on extended active duty—134—I won’t have you think for one 
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moment that all of these 134 go out on July, They go out at some 
time subsequent to that. 

Mr. Rivers. Where did the figure 4,700 come in? 

Secretary Miron. I think maybe I can answer that. The figure 
of 134 that I gave you are the reservists on extended active duty. In 
the reservists not on extended active duty over the next 10-year period 
there will be 30,000 officers who will be subjected to this provision. 
Of that 30,000, 26,000 of them will be retirement qualified, or will 
have had the opportunity. Not all of them avail themselves of that 
means of retirement. But all 26,000 of them will have had the oppor- 
tunity to become retirement qualified. 

Mr. Rivers. Under title III? 

Secretary Miron. Yes, sir. I had 4,000 in mind. You have 4,700. 
But whatever the figure is, that leaves 4,700 or 4,000, somewhere in 
that magnitude, of those people who will not be retirement qualified. 

The question is, Why will they not be retirement qualified? There 
are two reasons: The first one is that they came in at such an advanced 
age that they couldn’t possibly make it under this, and the second 
reason is—and this is the dominant reason—that they are just not 
active. They are just not doing the things that they ought to do 
under the law to get the retirement points. 

I don’t find myself wasting any tears over the man who has an 
opportunity and who doesn’t avail himself of the opportunity. I am 
convinced that out of the 4,000, or 4,700 there are possibly 2,600 of 
them who really could get in maybe and make themselves qualified. 

Mr. Rivers. What about that class of that 4,700—we will say 4,700 ; 
4,000 for the sake or argument—what about that segment of that 4,000- 
plus who got in before ROPA was written and who didn’t have the 
provisions of ROPA apply to them—had ROPA not been written 
would have had the opportunity—what about that percentage of the 
4,000-plus ? 

. Secretary Minton. Which possibly would be somewhere around 
5600. 

Mr. Rivers. Roughly half of them. Just say in round figures 50 
percent. What about that group? Don’t we give that group some 
consideration ¢ 

Secretary Minton. You are saying of the 2,600 who came in at such 
an advanced age that they could not get in the period of time 

Mr. Rivers. Because of ROPA. 

Secretary Minton. That worries me, because of course I feel like 
that this is a bilateral consideration, not a unilateral one. I have 
always objected to the Army just looking at something from the Army 
point of view without looking at the humane viewpoint. 

Mr. Rivers. Those who came in after the provisions of ROPA were 
charged with a responsibility that the law was there when they came 
in, and they should have or could have known what the provisions 
were under which the Army wrote the rules of the game. But the 
ones before that, for instance, take a chaplain or physician or some 
kind of — a technician of one category or another, when he 
came in the rules then were that he could qualify for 20 years satis- 








factorily served, and qualify for the retirement. Don’t you think we 
owe them a responsibility? Am I correct, Mr. Slatinshek ? 
Mr. SiatinsHexk. You are correct, sir. 
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Secretary Miron. The group that you are talking about falls some- 
what into the same category as the man who had been in the Reserve 
prior to Public Law 810. I was one of them. And you said to all 
of us who had been in the Reserve prior to the passage of that act 
that we would—if we had been active—that we would accrue certain 
points. I think it was 50, something like that. I have often wondered 
if that’ is not possibly a solution to that small group that you have 
reference to, the 2,600. It will be something less than that, because 
generally these older people just lose interest. 

Mr. hairs Do you know of any way we could provide for that 

roup ¢ 
: oath Mixton. Let me defer an answer to that, and come back 
to it, may 1? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Secretary Miron. I think that really is the only real problem we 
have here. Another point that I would like to raise with regard to the 
the extension of time: I mentioned a moment ago that we put the 5 
years in there so as to parallel OPA. We have let out something like 
2,000 on the promise that come July 1 that this would be it. We have 
only 134 who are involved. 

It doesn’t necessarily mean they will go off active duty. If we have 
a requirement under section 672(d) we can keep them on. Take-your 
chaplains and medical, we are not going to let any of those people off, 
because we don’t have to. 

Mr. Siatrinsuek. Mr. Secretary, may I interrupt you at this point. 
You say you do not intend to release any of your chaplains from active 
duty by virtue of this provision ? 

Secretary Minton. That is right. 

Mr. SiarinsHexk. I had the impression that you were going to re- 
lease quite a few of them. You have changed your mind, is it then, 
or had you never contemplated releasing these chaplains ? 

Secretary Mirron. The issue had never been brought into proper 
focus until we got into all of these ramifications. But section 672 did 
give us the authority to keep on in the Active Army men when we 
have a requirement for them until age 60. We have a requirement 
for chaplains. We have a requirement for medical. You can make 
it a matter of record that you are not going to lose any of these chap- 
Jains or medicos from the Army. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. The representative of the General Commission on 
Chaplains, Mr. Creeger, pointed out to the committee that come July 1, 
1960, approximately 139 chaplains on active duty in the Army would 
be subject to this provision—this attritional provision. 

Secretary Mitron. That is true. You have given us another pro- 
vision of the law. 

Mr. SutatinsHek. I am aware of that. They were, of course, under 
the impression that you would apply this provision, and summarily 
release these people from active duty, and you now say that none 
of these people would be released on the basis of that provision. 

Secretary Miron. Put that on the record. 

Mr. Puitery. The chaplains will not. be released. 

Secretary Mirror. We have a prime need for them and we are going 
to keep them. 

Mr. Putiain. The chaplains of the Army will be treated just as the 
chaplains in the Navy and Air Force. 
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Secretary Minron. I don’t know just how the chaplains are treated 
in the Navy and Air Force. All I am saying is that we are not 
going to let the chaplains and medicos out until they reach age 60, 
or become qualified for retirement. 

Mr. Puitain. You don’t need any change in the law to do this? 

Secretary Miiton. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Puri. The chaplains have been under the impression, as my 
friend the counsel says, that section 302 by which Reserve Army ofli- 
cers will be discharged after the ist of July 1960—and this is their 
language: “When on completion of 28 years of constructive service 
by the age of 53,” it would be necessary to let them out at that time. 

hey considered, as they put it in their own words, manifestly unfair 
tothe chaplains. You say that you have no intention of applying that 
law to chaplains, that you are not going to retire them until they reach 
the age 60? 

Secretary Muron. That is right. I am certain your counsel will 
bear me out that we have full authority under 672(d) to keep them 
on. 
Mr. Puiern. Do you have regulations, or is it merely your inten- 
tion? Do you have any regulations drafted at the present time that 
would enable you to keep them on ? 

Secretary Mizron. Yes, we have the regulation. Of course, I think 
we understand that this will be done entirely on the proper perform- 
ance of duty. That doesn’t preclude us from letting somebody out 
who just lets down. 

Mr. Rivers. He was talking about a general RIF. 

Mr. PHusrn. They contend that they cannot get in the 28 years 
before the age 53. You are not going to enforce that provision. May 
T ask you whether you are ——s that provision now with respect 
tochaplains? Are chaplains being let out now ? 

Mr. StiatinsHex. That provision is not in effect as of now. It 
would go into effect July 1, 1960. May I ask the Secretary another 
question? How about other groups, specialties—for instance, we 
have a great deal of correspondence from Wacs who would be elim- 
inated by virtue of this provision. Do you have any policy deter- 
mination in respect to that group, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Miron. Yes, sir, I do. The Wacs really fall into three 
categories. I am thinking now particularly of the law applicable of 
July 1, 1960. We have a certain number of Wacs—approximately 
80—who will have 15 years of service, and be age 55 or below. You 
have set the age 55 for females in the Active Army. In my considered 
opinion 55 is a ae fair age, since you have set—the instruction of 
this committee has always been to me to get the Regulars and reserv- 
ists ito juxtaposition. That we have striven to do. Since these 
women have been in 15 years by the time they reach 50 or less, I don’t 
see any reason why they shouldn’t be kept in until they are-retirement 

ualified. We intend to keep them in under the exact same authority 
that I just quoted. 

The law says that those Waes who reach age 55 prior to July 1 of 
1960 may at the discretion of the Secretary be kept on until they are 
retirement qualified. I have issued a directive that when a Wac’s 
OEI is high—you have never asked me to keep anybody who is not 
good—when the OET is high and the career service wants it and it is 
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endorsed by the higher officer, she will stay in until she is retirement 
qualified. 
HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., June 26, 1959. 


MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 


Subject: Release of Reserve officers under ROPA. 

1. References: 

(a) Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 1147, Sept. 3, 1954, 
amended by 69 Stat. 218, June 30, 1955). 

(b) Army and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948 
(62 Stat. 1083, June 29, 1948). Retirement provisions of this act: 

(1) Title II provides retirement based upon 20 years of active Federal service 
(also in 10 U.S.C. 3911). Retired pay begins upon release from active duty. 

(2) Title III provides for retirement of reservists for those who qualify by at 
least 20 years of Satisfactory service, not necessarily active duty. Retired pay 
begins at age 60. 

2. Section 326 and 327 of ROPA (reference 1(@), above) provide that until 
July 1, 1960, mandatory release from an active status shall be upon the basis of 
age, but that after that date, it shall also be upon the basis of total years of 
service or time in grade (30 years service or 5 years in grade for colonels, 28 
years service for lieutenant colonels and below, and 25 years for WAC majors). 
Total years of service is the greater of actual or constructive service (the latter 
being the number of years by which an individual exceeds 25 years of age). 

3. Section 328 of ROPA provides that prior to July 1, 1960, any officer in an 
active status at the time ROPA became effective who can complete 20 years of 
service for title III retirement (reference 1(b) (2), above) before reaching 60 
years of age may be retained as a reservist (but not necessarily on active duty) 
until becoming eligible for such retirement. 

4. It is provided by 10 U.S.C. 672(d) that the Secretary may retain any reserv- 
ist on active duty in time of peace, with the consent of such individual. (This 
gives rather broad discretion to the Secretary. ) 

5. There presently are 139 chaplains and 546 medical personnel (exclusive of 
Medical Service Corps members) who can complete 20 years of service before 
reaching 60 years of age, but who otherwise would be released because of the 
July 1, 1960, provision of ROPA (par. 2 above). Action has been taken to retain 
such personnel under the authority of 10 United States Code 672(d), and chap- 
lains and medical personnel may be recruited in the future up to age 40. Re 
tention of such personnel, however, will be dependent upon their maintenance 
of the usual conduct and efficiency standards. 

6. A survey of WAC officers disclosed that 20 would reach age 55 before July 
1, 1960. Twelve already have been released from active duty, and it is reported 
that about five of these have enlisted so that they can qualify for title II 
retirement. Of the remaining 8, about 5 WAC officers are considered to reach the 
standard of efficiency which would justify their retention ; of the 12 who already 
have been released, and subsequently enlisted, 3 are considered to be of the 
standard of efficiency to justify recall the Army intends to retain those of the 
accepted standard who are on active duty (tentatively, there are five, although 
this figure may be changed), and offer recall to those of the accepted standard 
who have been released. 

7. There are 101 WAC officers who will become 50 years of age after July 1, 
1960, but unqualified for retirement at that time. Of these about 80 can qualify 
for title II retirement if retained to age 55. Twenty-one cannot qualify for 
title II retirement unless a further exception is made. All of the former group 
will be retained until retirement qualified. As each of the latter group reaches 
55 years of age, her record will be examined to determine whether retention on 
active duty is justified. 

8. There are 114 male officers (not in the categories above mentioned) who 
cannot qualify for title II retirement unless an exception to section 327 of 
ROPA is made. As each of these officers reaches the release age, his record 
will be examined to determine whether an exception to section 327 should be 
made. 


JAMES K. GAYNOR, 
Colonel, GS Chief, Legislative Division. 
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There is another group who never can be retirement qualified. I 
dont’ know the exact number. At one time it was 20, who can never 
be retirement qualified. 

Mr. Rivers. Does this bill that passed the House this week, the St. 
George bill to give that additional year in its inception, does that 
assist in the computation of their years of service ? 

Secretary Mizron. That gives them the added period of time to add 
on. There will be some of these who will 

Mr. Rivers. Pick up a year? 

Secretary Miuron. Retire at an earlier age by reason of the passage 
of that bill. 

Mr. Bray. You said some 20 never could reach the age. Those who 
could not reach 20 years before age 60 ? 

Secretary Mizton. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. First I don’t think the consensus of this committee—I 
think I know about what it is—does not want to make a WPA out of 
the service, you know, in any way. I don’t believe anyone should be 
kept in as a Regular or Reserve unless they are of value to the Gov- 
ernment. Of course there are certain inequities that I know you want 
to see taken care of, and certain ones that we do. 

I would like to pursue this matter about the 4,700 who will never 
be able under ROPA as now written to retire. First, I don’t want to 
do anything for those who have not kept up their time. You have 
certain qualifications, certain standards, and as long as those standards 
are reasonable, they should be kept up. 

I have no objection to the ine a which you have set. Back, 
though, under Public Law 810—which was passed what year—that 
is the Reserve retirement 

Secretary Mitton. 1948. 

Mr. Bray. Passed in 1940—wasn’t it passed before that # 

Mr. Rivers. You mean OPA ¢ 

Mr. Bray. 810. That is the Reserve retirement. There was some 
action on that in 1958 as to points. Wasn’t the bill allowing 20 years 
of satisfactory service passed some time before that? Do you know, 
Mr. Slatinshek ¢ 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. I am sorry, I don’t know the precise date. 

Mr, Van Zanpvt. Public Law 810—it was part of Public Law 810. 
It was all wrapped up at one time. 

Mr. Bray. Was that 1948? 

Secretary Minron. It became effective, for purposes of point com- 
putation on July 1, 1949. 

Mr. Bray. I was thinking it happened before World War II was 
over. 

Mr. Rivers. It became effective in 1949. 

Mr. Bray. At that time that bill did take care of everybody in a 
perfectly good way, because you were automatically given 50 points 
up to 1948 and then extended 1 year through July 1, 1949, and then they 
started enforcing the 50 points. 

Do you have the number of officers of that group that will not be 
able to retire because they simply haven’t kept up their points. 
roughly ¢ 

Secretary Mirron. Mr. Bray, it will fall somewhere in the magni- 
tude of say 1,500 or 1,800. I think I would be leaning in their direc- 
tion when I give you that figure. 
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Mr. Bray. I would think it was a good deal more than that. 
Secretary Miuron. Understand, I say I am leaning that way, too. 
Mr. Bray. I believe it is more than that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Willthe gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I doubt if you want the record to show that Public 
Law 810 established 50 points as the basic number 

Secretary Mitron. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The law prescribes, I think—was it 15 points he 
gets automatically when he is part of the Reserve ¢ 

Mr. Bray. The law says satisfactory service. 

Then they determined around 1948 by I believe administrative 
action that 50 points a year was sufficient, and that 15 was granted 
just by being Reserve. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. That was automatic. 

Mr. Bray. Then the first year—you see many of them didn’t know 
the regulations toward the end of the year, so that was extended as 
I eed; 1 year. The reason I am going into this preliminary is just 
to see the number of this 4,700 that will not be able to retire. What 
part of those is it, through no fault of theirs, do you know, Colonel ? 

Colonel Eecieron. No, sir. But we do know that of the 4,700 at 
least half could not qualify because they have failed to participate. 

Mr. Bray. The question I have in mind has nothing to do with 
those at all. If it was extended to 1990 is wouldn’t matter because 
they haven’t done a job. The ones I am interested in—I am not say- 
ing that we should do anything to change it—are those who have 
kept up their time. For instance, let’s say an officer was commis- 
sioned at the age of 35 years. Ten years later, let’s say, he has gotten 
to lieutenant colonel, and add 10 years to his time, that would be 18 
year So he would be really precluded from ever retiring, wouldn’t 

ie ¢ 

Colonel Eacieron. If he had 18 satisfactory years, he is saved—— 

Mr. Bray. Let’s drop it down to—let’s say he was 40. He has every 
year kept up his points. At the time he accepted a commission he 
would have been—after he accepted his commission, every year has 
been satisfactory, and in 1954 he could have had no knowledge that 
his status was going to be changed. 

I am talking about a hypothetical case. Then in 1954 we passed 
a law after he in 1948 had every reason to believe that he could finish 
out his time. He did exemplary work. In 1954 we passed a law to 
forever preclude him from what he was led to believe after 1948. 
From 1948 to 1954 he performed exemplary service. 

Do you have any contemplated solution to that officer ? 

Secretary Mitton. The colonel tells me there are about 1,000 in 
that area. 

Mr. Bray. You see, Mr. Secretary, that I do have a feeling that 
man—he wouldn’t know that anybody fell in that category. They 
needed him or they wouldn’t have commissioned him. The war was 
over. He got out. They asked him to go into the Reserve. He did. 

Mr. Rivers, And he kept up his points. 

Mr. Bray. Did exactly what he was supposed to do. In 1948 he 
had every reason to believe that he would * able to retire because he 
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could retire before the age 60, that being the qualification at that 
time. 

Then in 1954 this committee here reported out a bill—perhaps not 
thinking of this man, or we did it anyway—then he went on and today 
because of the law we passed in 1954 he is precluded from ever reach- 
ing that retirement that we had held out to him. 

am not saying that we should do anything for him, but in a point 
of equity he ae a good argument. The man who has not kept up 
his points has no argument. This man followed the rules and we 
changed the rules in the middle of the game. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Will the gentleman outline how he is precluded ? 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say he was commissioned at 40. He would have 
20 years. But that was 15 years after—they give him 15 years con- 
structive service. Say that he was a major today and must get out 
at 55. Well he can’t even stay to 55 because you take 15 years away 
from the 25 and that is 10 years. He has already outlived his use- 
fulness. That is because of the constructive credit that we have put 
in there. I am not blaming anyone, but this committee, of which I 
was a member at that time—— 

Mr. Van Zanpt. You mean he is forced into the Standby Reserve? 

Mr. Bray. Not standby. He is out. He is discharged. You see 
the Army is the only service that has this. It worked out for a good 
purpose facta there were so many older officers that they wanted to 
get rid of. Time took care of most of that. There are very few of 
the older ones who are keeping up their points, except the guard, which 
drills every week or 2 weeks. 

Mr. Rivers. Of that thousand that Mr. Bray has uncovered, what 
is your idea about them? That was in that group that I tried to bring 
in the whole business and you said—I understood you to say they 
were in the neighborhood of 2,000 in round figures. 

Secretary Mizron. Let me review the figure. The figure I had was 
4,000, of which there is an X percentage who will just not qualify by 
reason of their own failure. Mr. Bray is not talking about those at 
all. 

Mr. Rivers. We are not talking about the man who has not satisfac- 
torily performed under the law. 

Secretary Miuron. I said 1,800. It may be 50 percent. It may be 
higher. I would suspect higher. The colonel says there would be only 
1,000 left. He is saying that 3,000 of them are not performing at the 
present time. It boils the figure down to 1,000. 

Mr. Rivers. A man who is not performing we are not discussing. 

Secretary Mitron. You may not be discussing anybody, really. It 
is possible. 

r. Van Zanpr. That isthe basis of my question. Go ahead. 

Mr. Rivers. What about that? Go eael. 

Secretary Miuron. You may not be discussing anybody because 
really I find the older men who just don’t have it don’t participate 
anyway. You may be pursuing an academic discussion here. 

Mr. Bray. I hope we can find out it is. 

Mr. Rivers. Suppose we do find X number who are faithful in- 
cluded in the 18—— 

Secretary Mruton. In OPA what you said was when they were in- 
tegrated they would get that period of time. That is under the Offi- 
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cer Personnel Act. When a fellow is integrated into the Active Army 
and comes in at 35, you give him 10 years of service, but you don’t do 
it for the reservist. 

Mr. Rivers. Why can’t we do it here for that Reserve that we over- 
looked? We are talking about’a basic status. The ROPA is an orig- 
inal statute. So in any original statute you are bound to overlook 
some people. That isthe reason for the amendment. 

Secretary Minton. I am certain when you wrote the 5-year provision 
into this bill that you thought this 5 years would just about take care 
of this problem. Now we realize it didn’t quite take care of it. 

Mr. Rivers. Why can’t we in all honesty pick up the strings where 
— apply to these satisfactorily performed group, and provide for 
them 

Secretary Mirztron. What you are saying is that if a man comes in at 
35 and performs faithfully and well up to the time that he gets the 28 
years in under one of the two provisions, that we would give him credit 
for the 50 points, or whatever it is, the same as we did under Public 
Law 810? 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. What is wrong with that? 

That wouldn’t break the Army, would it? 

Colonel Eceieron. It certainly would, I believe. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t measure morale in dollars, do you? 

Colonel Eacieron. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a good answer. 

Secretary Mirton. You are talking about title ITI retirement only, 
now, when you talk about these people? 

Mr. Rivers. That is what we are talking about. 

Colonel Eacieron. Even though this would parallel the Regular 
Establishment where mandatory retirement is concerned, the cost 
would be quite high. It is estimated at one point $3 million in fiscal 
1961 and to $14.8 million in fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. Rrvers. Fiscal year 1971? 

Colonel Eccteron. Yes, sir; fiscal year 1971 is 14.8 additional title 
III cost. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. This is in addition to the projected ? 

Colonel Eceieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If we take up the loose strings where we overlooked 
somebody? ‘Two thousand officers? You and I are not talking about 
the same thing. We are trying to right now take care of a segment 
of officers whom we overlooked. We are assuming that we did. I 
don’t know what the figure is, neither does the Secretary. We are 
talking about 

Colonel Eccrxron. This is for a blanket exemption to apply the 
constructive credit to all individuals retired and eligible for title ITI 
because of length of service. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. This would be a blanket application to persons 
other than those included in the 1,000? 

Secretary Mirron. Let me try this on for size. I am talking most 
informally, I realize, and I really think this is the last area where we 
have got somewhat of an inequity. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We wrote Public Law 810 based on estimates, the 
type of which you are making at the present time, informal. 
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Secretary Miuron. Thank you very much. I appreciate it. 

Mr. Rivers. I want to keep it as constructive as we can and I think 
the informality will help it. 

Secretary Mizron. I have not talked to the Secretary and those who 

t into the nuts and bolts. What would be wrong with giving the 

ecretaries discretionary authority in those cases where people came in 
at an advanced age, say, 35 or 40—I wouldn’t worry about what age 
is set—but they remain active in the Reserve until they went out by 
one of the attritive positions, of giving the Secretary the right of 
awarding the constructive credit for the necessary years that his age 
exceeds 25. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me say my reaction to that to start with. Could 
that be proscribed by any action of the Bureau of the Budget for 
dollar consideration? If we didn’t give you some feature that carried 
the force of law, the budget might cut you down when you ask for 
money to carry it out. Not that we wouldn’t trust your discretionary 
position. 

Secretary Minton. I realize that. I don’t see how, if you wrote it 
into the basic law, it could be proscribed. Could it ¢ 

Mr. Putrern. Provided you got the appropriation to carry it out. 
The budget might require the beidatine authority. I think that is 
what the chairman refers to. 

Mr. Rivers. I wouldn’t want to put something in there that they 
could straddle the fence on. After you made your decision, then it 
would be a law, so far as any other executive agency would be con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Are you familiar with the hump legislation that 
is now pending in the Senate ? 

Secretary Mitron. For the Navy? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. What you suggest here, if my memory 
serves me correctly, somewhat coincides with the formula that is con- 
tained in that bill. But instead of making it discretionary it is man- 
datory, as I understand it. I think that if we write this type of a 
formula into this bill, we should make it mandatory and not dis- 
cretionary. 

Mr. Rivers. Then if he qualifies under the title 3, then you would 
have an a number not over 2,000, I assume. I don’t know how many 
it would be. And you would take care of that area where we might 
have a gray zone. It is not definitely determined, and certainly the 
inequities, the prima facie inequities—and if they come under the 
provision of the now existing law, we could take care of them. Cer- 
tainly it won’t run into $14 million. You are talking about some 
other group. 

Colonel EE I am just thinking for a moment here. If we 
do grant constructive credit for title III retirement pay purposes, I 
would think it would have to be made retroactive to those already re- 
tired under title III, who are on the rolls and drawing the pay. I 
think there are now 10,000 or 12,000 on the title TIT rolls at an an- 
nual cost of over $20 million. 

Secretary Miiron. If a man is on the title IIT roll now—— 

Mr. Rivers. We are not talking about him 





Secretary Micron. He has put in his requirements for retirement. 
He is fully qualified. Why would this affect that man? 
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Colonel Ecatrron. Because the other men we are talking of, sir, 
would draw their retired pay under a different formula. The man 
presently on the roll is drawing his, based on 20 complete satisfactory 
years. 

Mr. Statinsuek. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make my own 
personal opinion known. I feel, by pursuing this solution, we are 
getting into an area that would create more difficulties than we are 
trying to solve. What we are talking about now is in effect increas- 
ing the benefits available under title III and therefore necessarily 
increasing costs. The problem we have, of course, is only one of attri- 
tion. If we, as recommended in 5083, modify the provision of law 
which defines total years of service, and eliminated that section hav- 
ing to do with this constructive service feature, we would preclude 
this complicated approach that we are taking and simplify the whole 
problem. The only disadvantage in that is the Army’s point of view 
that it will disrupt their attrition program for such officers. 

The degree to which this would be disrupted, I think, is a matter 
of judgment and question. The Army has some figures here today 
which were requested by General Anderson which indicate the change 
in the attrition calendarwise if some of these changes were m: ide. 
Perhaps we could move on to that area and we could get a fuller 
picture. I only throw that out for what it is worth. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you want to say something else ? 

Secretary Minron. Yes, sir. But I will hold it. I have another 
thought along this line. 

Mr. Rivers. I think we will ask General Anderson to take up right 
there. 

Mr. Anperson. I have a rather extended line of questioning that 
I would like to follow whenever it is appropriate, Mr. Chairman, and 
[ will propose a solution slightly different than that we have been 
considering up to this point at the appropriate time. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, we will recognize General Ander- 
son on that point right there. This is about one of the hardest things 
to reconcile. 

Secretary Minton. Let me throw out another one which is a little 
simpler. Put into the law that this type of man can be extended until 
age 60. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, that is just what I was trying to suggest. 
If you start with the 

Mr. Rivers. That is what the colonel was talking about. That 
sounds like it makes better sense. 

Secretary Minton. May I interrupt you just a moment ? 

Under 672, you have given me full authority to do this in the active 
service. I would say that you just refer back to 672 and pick up 
that clause and put it im this law. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, are you up with him ? 

Mr. Statrsuen. Yes, sir. I think that would probably take care 
of the problem. I have 672(d), if you would like to have it read. 

Mr. Bray. Under 810 you are talking of repealing it, but there is 








great reluctance in repealing: 
Mr. Rivers. Let’s let General Anderson take it up right there. 
Mr. Puiiern. You say it would be 60. That provision would be 
mandatory and not permissive. 








2284 





Mr. Rivers. It would require that he be considered up to the age 60. 
Secretary Miuron. I don’t know if I could object to it being man- 
datory, if it is mandatory in such a way that the individual doesn’t 
feel that he has a protection under the law and doesn’t have to per- 
form and live up to criteria. 

Mr. Puisry. I think that is a fine suggestion and the committee 
should consider it. 

Secretary Mizron. When you write it in permissively that does 
give us the additional implement of prescribing regulations. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson. 

Mr, Anperson. Could we have the counsel first analyze with ref- 
erence to 672 the Secretary’s proposal, just what it would do? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The language that the Secretary has reference to 
is in title 10, United States Code, section 672. Generally what that 

rmits, notwithstanding any other provision of law, is that the 

ecretary may order certain people up to active duty. It relates to 
active duty. 

What the Secretary would like is general discretionary authority 
which would similarily apply to retaining people in active status, not- 
withstanding any other provision of ROPA. articularly the attrition 
feature. This would then be a provision of law which would permit 
the Secretary in a sense to exercise a little equitable administration in 
the case of people who have been deprived of the opportunity to retire 
under title 3 because of this forced attrition resulting from the 
definition of total years of service. 

Mr. Rivers. We are a roundtable now. General Strauss, how 
does that hit you ? 

General Strauss. Mr. Chairman, I believe the National Guard would 
be opposed to any credit of constructive service for Reserve retire- 
ment or title 3 of Public 810. We feel that would be a dangerous 
precedent. It would load the Reserve retirement and might ultimately 
a badly on Reserve retirement, and we might lose what we have 
already. 

I think I speak for ROA in that respect. 

I would like to speak a little bit more to what the Secretary has 
said, Mr. Chairman. I think that this problem has several areas. The 
Secretary spoke first of all of the active duty officer. We started out 
yesterday talking about the nonactive duty officer in this age 25 
factor which the Army has in their law. Under the active duty officer 
the Army already has the discretion to take care of that officer, is that 
right, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Minton. Yes. 

General Srrauss. The nonactive duty officer is affected by the age 
25 factor. We go back to Public 810, when the Congress passed 
Public 810 they set only a limit of age 60, and at the same time 
they gave credit to everybody prior to 1949 automatically 50 points a 
year. Along came ROPA in 1954, effective July 1 of 1955, and in the 
Army title it had two provisions, one that anybody who was com- 
missioned over age 25 as a Reserve officer who have to have the service 
which was determined by virtue of age 25 to the date of actual com- 
mission. Taking Mr. Bray’s example of 35, 10 years counted in the 
formula which would determine at which time they would have to be 
mandatorily discharged or retired by virtue of the service in grade 
provisions. 
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So that a man commissioned at 35, started out with 10 years already 
toward his retirement date, but not which could be credited toward 
his retired pay or toward his qualification for retired pay. 

Mr. Rivers. That is after 1954. 

General Strauss. After 1954. 

Mr. Rivers. I am talking—— 

General Srrauss. It also reflects on those commissioned prior to 
1954, because this is the formula that determines the overall date 
which they must be retired or transferred. So that if you got rid of 
the age 25 factor which 5083 proposes to do, then those people would 
be placed in the same position that they were prior to 1954 and subse- 
quent to 810 in 1949. If they had participated, they could retire. 
If they didn’t participate, they couldn’t retire. 

Mr. Rivers. If they are on active duty now, anybody on active duty 
nas it is presumed that he is satisfactory or he wouldn’t be on active 
duty. 

yeneral Srrauss. That is right, sir. But I think you have to sepa- 
rate the active duty officer problem from the nonactive duty officer 
problem. I think the Army has adequate authority and likewise the 
Air Force, to retain these re ewe on active duty if they so desire. But 
it is the nonactive duty officer who is really going to suffer in this 
respect. If you will also consider, Mr. Chairman, the fact that in 1948 
when you passed Public Law 810 effective in 1949, a man who was 
commissioned at age 21 who ultimately would not have to retire until 
age 60, if he stayed in the program, had a great number of years in 
which he did not. have to gain 50 points. 

It wasn’t just 8 years, 2 years or 3 years. But he had an awful lot 
of years in which he did not have to gain 50 points. He only needed 
20, and from 21 to 60 is a long time. He had 19 years in which he 
didn’t have to participate in the program. 

Allowing the Secretary to determine this man he will retain for 
this purpose and letting Fa retire under title 3 of 810 and this man 
we won’t, because he hasn’t been active every year, to my mind would 
be very detrimental to the individual. 

Mr. Rivers. Whose language is this? 

Mr. Statinsuex. Mr. Minor recommends the language and I think 
it will accomplish the purpose that Mr. Milton has recommended. 

Mr. Rivers. There is no intention to cut you off, General Anderson. 

Mr. ANvErRsON. I haven’t started yet. 

Mr. Rivers (reading) : 


Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Army may 
defer the transfer to the Retired Reserve or the discharge of any officer whose 
transfer or discharge is required by this chapter if solely because of his age at 
the time of his original appointment as a reserve officer, he has been unable, as 
determined by the Secretary, to complete the minimum number of years of 
service necessary to qualify for retired pay under chapter 67 of this title. 

(b) A deferment under subsection (a) is effective for such period as the Secre- 
tary considers is necessary to enable the officer concerned to complete the mini- 
mum number of years of service necessary to qualify for that retired pay, but 
not later than the date upon which the officer becomes 60 years of age. 


Mr. SiatinsuEK. The other language is also necessary. 
Mr. Rivers (reading) : 


This section applies only to officers who, before the enactment of the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act of 1954, could have completed the number of years of service 
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necessary to qualify for retired pay under chapter 67 of this title, but who were 
prevented from qualifying for that retired pay because of the provisions of this 
chapter. 

What are you trying tosay there? 

Mr. Minor. I may be intruding here. I was just trying to get 
something for Mr. Slatinshek that would take care of the problem of 
the 2,000 or 2,600, whatever it is, who as of the date of enactment of 
Public Law 810, could have gotten in the required 20 years by age 60, 
but who because of ROPA intervening and prescribing a lower age, 
would have been prevented. With respect to that group under that 
language, the Secretary would have the authority to defer their at- 
trition under the particular chapter we are speaking of here until, 
in his opinion, they had gotten enough service to qualify or until they 
reach age 60. 

In other words, this would not allow a man blanket authority to 
just go along at his own speed. The Secretary would say, “You have 
15 years of service in here and you are 54 years of age. You should 
be able to do this by age 59 if you are diligent.” If the man isn’t 
diligent, the Secretary could say, “You didn’t do it in the time pre- 
scribed. You don’t qualify.” 

If the man was diligent and did perform the service within that—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is what Mr. Bray was talking about. 

Mr. Minor. It doesn’t blanket the man in unless he performs at 
standards of the Secretary. 

Mr. Rivers. It has to be satisfactory service. 

Mr. Bray. Would you want any other qualifications in here? If 
that man had 5 years that he hadn’t done anything, should it stay in 
there? Has he had satisfactory service according to the regulations ? 

Mr. Minor. This would not override that satisfactory requirement 
which is already in the law. This would allow the Secretary to pre- 
scribe by regulation the amount of time and the quality of service that 
the man would have to perform. 

Mr. Bray. We shouldn’t throw an undue burden into it, and there 
is a possibility that the Secretary would have to act on many occasions 
that did not have merit. The more you could restrict it to meritorious 
service—— 

Mr. Minor. I think subsection (b) would do that. The Secretary 
would prescribe regulations under this section that would set up 
standards and this says— 

a deferment under subsection (a) is effective for such period as the Secretary 
considered is necessary to enable the officer concerned to complete the minimum 
number of years of service necessary to qualify for that retired pay, but not 
later than the date upon which the officer becomes 60 years of age. 

The 60 years of age was always in there. The officer concerned al- 
ways knew that was the main stopper for him. The rest of it would 
allow the Secretary to prescribe regulations, and he could almost set 
up a table to do it to say that if an officer is within 5 years of becom- 
ing qualified “I will give him X period of time to do it in, if he per- 
forms satisfactorily.” 

The satisfactory requirement will still be in the law, and this won’t 
override that. So it seems to me that this would be a fairly easy 
section to prescribe general regulations under for that. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Boyer, you look like you have something. 
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Colonel Boyer. I would like to back up what General Strauss has 
said. We don’t think it advisable to use constructive service and give 
them credit for that for retirement. We would rather have the man 
earn his retirement. We are very much in favor; and to find the 
easiest way out, the easiest way out is to eliminate this definition of 25 
years. The Navy doesn’t have it, the Air Force doesn’t have it. Why 
we have to keep it here in the Army I don’t know, inasmuch as we did 
not follow the Army by giving this constructive service for retire- 
ment purposes when the ROPA was written. 

I have listened to some of these figures presented. I am always a 
little skeptical when I look at these figures, because I remember when 
the Army prepared the figures for the Secretary of Defense on the 
medicare bill, and they projected every person retired starting June 
30, 1948, when the retired bill became effective, through 1965, and 
they applied no mortality for anybody dying during that time, and 
then they used these people who were age 60 and retired; they used 
the age of three members per family, the same as the active-duty 
personnel. 

Of course, most people at 60, their kids are grown, and outside of 
their wife they have no dependents. We brought that forth in the 
Senate, and they agreed there had been a mistake. I don’t claim it 
was deliberate. I don’t think it was. Whoever prepared the figures 
overlooked some facts. 

I am a little skeptical, as I said, to cost. First, if they don’t want 
these older officers, then they control who they are commissioning 
from now forth. If they want everybody under 25, they won’t com- 
mission anybody over 25. 

But if they are forced to commission older people, then they ought 
to give them the same opportunity as anybody else. This idea of 
trying to put everybody in the same age bracket is all right for the 
combat services, because we realize—when you take 10,000 over 45 
and 10,000 under 45, and you throw them into combat for 72 hours, 
you will have a larger percentage of the older age group that give 
out from physical exhaustion. 

But in the technical services, the chaplains, the medics, the engi- 
neers, and the ones that we want their brain more than anything else, 
why, just because they can’t make their 20 years by age 53, should it 
eliminate them? It doesn’t make too much sense to me. I think the 
easiest way out of this is to eliminate that definition, and that will 
accomplish the purpose, and that will be the end of it. 

Secretary Mitton. I wonder if I might respond to that. 

Count Boyer and I are the very best of friends. The thing that 
this committee has told me to do over the years that I have been privi- 
leged to be with you is to keep the Active Army and the Reserve on 
the same equitable basis as was possible. Now you passed OPA in 
1947 and in OPA you said 28 and 30 years or 5 years in grade, which- 
ever one came later. 

A few minutes ago when I said these had been a tortuous 4 years I 
think that is an understatement because it has really been worse than 
tortuous because we tried—and the count will be the last man to say 
I have been less than human in trying to work these problems out. 
In this 5-year period, where you had discretionary authority we found 
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ourselves in this position, of relieving an active Army man—and I 
am thinking, let’s say, of the West Pointer, who laid out his career. 
We have been in the position of relieving that man at 52 and 53, and 
then having a reservist who was 55 and 56 step in and take his place. 

So the active man says, “How come that I have to step out when 
I laid out my career to go to 60 or 64, and I have to get out under 
a law that takes me out at 52 and 53, and I laid out my life insurance 
program and all that sort of thing—why do I have to get out at 53 
and let someone who hasn’t quite the experience as I stay on for 
4 or 5 or 6 years?” 

Actually that was discussed when this ROPA was passed in 1954. 
That is the reason why you put the 28 years of service in there. 

Under the 28 years of service, and allowing that constructive ele- 
ment in there, the reservist and the Active Army go out at just about 
the same age period. 

Another thing that we have to bear in mind is come mobilization 
what are you going to have? I am not too concerned about the 
numbers, because actually the USAR and the National Guard are 
riding herd on this thing constantly, and I repeat that you have the 
best Reserve component that you ever have had despite these fine 
points that we are discussing at the present time. 

If you bring in your Reserve components and you have regimental 
commanders 58 and 59, then we would be vis-a-vis the one thing that 
I have always felt strongly about. I hope that this Nation will never 

have to go through a period where you bring in your fine National 
Guard or your Reserves and just say, “Here are men too old to take 
them into combat.” That is the most disruptive thing that we could 
have had. 

Mr. Rivers. We had it in World War II. 

Secretary Mirron. Yes. I am not arguing the 52 years of age in 
the Active Army. Sometimes I think maybe we are getting them 
out at all too early an age. That is neither here nor there. You have 
told me to keep this thing in juxtaposition. 

Here is another thing that is going to inevitably happen. If you 
extend the period beyond July 1, 1960, 2 years or 3 years or 5 years, 
and if you take out this constructive service age minus 25, according 
to our present tables you cannot promote a single colonel in the 
United States Army Reserve in the next 2 years. And you have 
something in the magnitude of 4,000 who are eligible and not one of 
them can be promoted, because they have this period of time where 
they can stay on. 

Not only that, but as I pointed out to this committee when I was 
up here before, I was vitally concerned about your breakdown by 
grade or rank, because in two areas, majors and lieutenant colonels, 
we are already over, and we have to promote mandatorily under the 
law to those grades. Then over this period of time, be it 2 years, 3 
years, or 5 years, I have to promote lon I am adding to a situation 
which is already a hump mk somewhere down the line I have to come 


in and ask for hump legislation. What I am saying in substance is, 
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the very basis of ROPA 
was to give vitality to the Reserve. 
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In my considered opinion it is doing it. But if we extend this age 
so that older men are on top of the heap, we are destroying the very 
thing that we set out to do. 

I am just as sympathetic as Count Boyer, and I will fight to the 
last ditch to protect any man in the Reserve because I believe in them. 
I think they are sine qua non of our very existence. I want to be 
human about it, but on the other hand I think we have to look at the 
other aspect at the same time we look at this one. 

Colonel Boyer. Can I make just one remark? First, we did, and I 
agree with what Mr. Milton said, we paralleled ROPA but we didn’t 
in this instance on age 25 because that constructive service was given 
for retirement purposes in OPA and not ROPA. 

Second, with reference to the regulation retiring at 52 or 53, he 
failed to point out that they are retired with pay, but when you throw 
a reservist out if he has qualified for retirement he doesn’t get his pay 
until 60. 

Secretary Miiron. I agree with the Count on that. This is the very 
issue we are trying to solve here. 

Mr. Rivers. That would take care of the group before ROPA. 

Colonel Borer. That is true. The only thing that bothers me is 
this: You are giving it to the discretion of the Secretary. As ne 
as Mr. Milton is there we wouldn’t have any worry. If he goes out an 
somebody else comes in, we get a new spade-and-shovel crowd who do 
their spadework and they say “Get rid of these—— 

Mr. Rivers. We can work that out 

Mr. Winsreap. If I understand the Secretary, he is willing to give 
constructive service for retired pay benefits. But Count Boyer doesn’t 
want it for retired pay benefits but for extended service. Am I mis- 
understanding the different positions ? 

Secretary Mruron. Not quite. I agree with the two who have just 
— here. I threw that thing out just to try it for size. I said 
“Let’s try this on for size.” I think now that it is wrong. I think the 
thing to do is to give discretionary authority to extend the period so 
that they can qualify under just about the same provision that you 
have here. 

Mr. Rivers. This would take care of the pre-ROPA group. Those 
who came in under ROPA, the effective date of ROPA, would have 
constructive knowledge. Are you up with me, Colonel ? 

Colonel Boyrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Am I shooting in the wrong direction ? 

Colonel Boyrr. As I said, the idea is sound. 
< =e Rivers. You are talking about bread and I am talking about 

read. 

Colonel Borer. If you change your Secretaries and change your 
people there, they still have the authority to kick them out. 

r. Rivers. I think we can work out something. I want to get to 
General Anderson. He started all of this. 

Mr. Anperson. I haven’t started yet, Mr. Chairman. I could de- 
velop my position by asking questions first and then drawing deduc- 
tions and stating my conclusions, 

Perhaps a more efficient way, since the chances are I never would 
get to the conclusions, would be to go in the reverse direction and 
state my conclusions, prime reasons on which they are based, my po- 
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sition and then insofar as time allows, develop from the Secretary 
and his assistants the facts of which I am aware that would support 
my position. 

My position with respect to the constructive service is the same as 
that of the National Guard and the ROA. We strike that provision 
for constructive service because there is no reason to have it in the 
bill because the only comparative and correlative provision giving 
them credit for retirement is not included. 

My other position is that we should extend the effective date of the 
bill in one of two ways, either for all the Reserves or for those Re- 
serves who are in units. I would say that if we chose the latter way, 
that we could wipe out all of these attritive situations because there 
are others to take care of those in units and it wouldn’t matter if the 
date was 1965 or we wiped them out, these attritive positions for Re- 
serve officers serving in units whether Reserves or National Guard. 
The least date to which we would defer the attritive positions for 
those in units at the least and possibly for all is, say, January 1, 1963. 

In discussing this bill and these provisions we have done nothing 
except talk about retirement provisions. While I would agree that 
those are extremely important and that the discussion that we have 
had is adequate reason for striking out this provision for constructive 
service as a means of eliminating officers from the Army Reserve and 
the Nationa] Guard, that there is another and equally important point 
that we haven’t discussed at all. 

That is the matter of the efficiency of our units, National Guard 
units and Reserves. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t want to interrupt you but let’s confine the dis- 
cussion now to 3853. 

Mr. Anverson. Fine. The date we will not talk about any further 
in this presentation. The Secretary, as I understood it, asked to be 
heard on both of these matters, the date and 3853. If the Secretary 
is coming back later to talk about the age groups that is perfectly 
all right to me to restrict it. It was my understanding that this 
appearance was on both matters today. 

The attrition rate has been a mater of discussion so I would. like 
to now start to lay the groundwork for the position that I have ex- 

ressed here. I have over these weeks asked for various items of 
information from the Department of Army, many of which have not 
been supplied but which I believe can be either made available in 
the course of my questioning this morning or will be made available 
very shortly, although I have not yet seen them, 

May I ask you first, Mr. Secretary, then, whether or not this pro- 
vision for constructive credit was in the bill previously approved by 
the Department of Army that went up to the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Secretary Mirron. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. It was not. 

Secretary Mitton. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. The position of the Army is consistent, it is the 
same now as it was then ¢ 

Secreatry Minton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpverson. As I understand it, you are holding for this pro- 
vision, laying aside this matter of uniformity, because simply the 
argument of uniformity for uniformity’s sake is not particularly a 
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strong one, on the basis of forced attrition in the Army Reserve, 
vitalizing the Reserve? That is your primary reason to force attri- 
tion ¢ 

Secretary Miuron. In response to that, I don’t see how you can 
have a vitalized Reserve unless you get people out at the top. You 
must bear in mind that every year we are bringing in about 13,500 
new second lieutenants. Unless you can hold the carrot out in. front 
of them, they soon lose interest. Unless we find the means of getting 
the people out at the top, then you just compress them. I would like 
to repeat what I said a moment ago, that if you extend this time for 
2 years we cannot promote a single colonel. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson, what do you think of that? 

Mr, Anverson. That would not be true of the proposal that I made 
with respect to extending it or wiping out this provision with respect 
to officers who are in organized units. 

Mr. Rivers. If we extend this thing 2 years—I am quoting the 
Secretary now to the best of my ability—if we were to extend this 2 
years and no promotions of, say, the category of colonels, of whom 
I think you said there are 4,000 awaiting 

Secretary Miuron. There are 4,000 eligible. We have 5,300 colonels 
at the present time. 

Mr. Rivers. Ifthe extension of this—— 

Secretary Minron. And we are entitled to 5,500. The next Board 
will choose 200 out of the eligible 4,000. 

Mr. Anperson. Which provision are we talking about? The one 
for extending the effective date—— 

Secretary Mitton. The effective date. 

Mr. Anperson. You asked we leave that out of the discussion. 

Mr. Rivers. No; I was talking about the attritive feature that we 
have been discussing the whole morning. 

Mr. Anperson. We have two attritive features, and I thought you 
asked me not to discuss the attritive feature due to the extension of 
the date. 

Mr. Rivers. I was talking about the thing we are talking about now. 
It comes under this section 3853. 

Mr. Anperson. That is separate from the other provision. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, actually I think we must neces- 
sarily discuss the two together, because they relate one to the other. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. Discuss it then under 3853. 

Mr. Anprerson. You have in a sense answered “Yes” to the question 
that I put; primarily, you want this as a matter of attrition. I 
would say to you that as long as you want to put a provision like 
this in the bill, you are doing exactly the same as if we had in this 
bill—almost the same as if we had in this bill a provision which 
would say that the first of every year we will draw lots and we will 

ull out 10 percent of the names and those 10 percent will be retired, 
ecdains there is no good basis for making this selection excepting 
the very tenuous one that these people may be a little older than the 
others. We could have a provision which dealt with age, and we 
do have such provisions, but they are not related particularly to this 
constructive credit and they don’t relate to the different services. 





I want to develop this question of whether or not we would have 
attrition and whether or not we would have an adequate supply of 
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officers for our Reserve units. I have asked the Army on two separate 
oceasions for these two replies: One, as to the types of attrition that 
will be available if we do extend the provision and if we do not extend 
the provision, and the other one, I have asked them to provide for 
me a list of the assigned officers in all of the units of the Reserve 
and of the National Guard. We could take either one of these. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. General Anderson, I believe Colonel E “ee 
has this information. He has a number of copies available. if ajor 
Brown would pick them up and pass them to the committee we could 

0 on. 

- Colonel Borer. I believe you said it was a roundtable. First we 
support the Army’s position as to the effective date of the attrition 
figures in ROPA, that is, 30 and 5 for colonels and brigadier generals 
and 28 years of commissioned service for lieutenant colonels. ‘The 
reason is very obvious, as we stated—Colonel Carlton stated in his 
statement to you—and that is if you are going to have a flow of pro- 
motions you must have forced attrition. ‘That forced attrition has to 
come from the top or you have to foree them out as first lieutenants, 
captains, or majors. There are less vacancies as you get higher up, 
and with more people coming up you can’t promote everyone. 

Mr. Rivers. Down the line it is a hump. 

Colonel Boyer. They get up to lieutenant colonel and they can’t 
get any further, and you get overstocked with lieutenant colonels and 
you don’t have a force out. We think the forced attrition is neces- 
sary. As we stated in Colonel Carlton’s statement before you, he 
said if the committee feels that these older officers should be retained, 
then leave these forced attrition in ROPA, but use the solution he 
suggested, and that is to amend both OPA and ROPA, because there 
has been quite a bit of criticism, some of our officers on active duty are 
being forced out at an early age. Provide that there be extra officers 
in grade and they be kept in the Active Reserve and if needed be 
kept on active duty at the discretion of the Secretary. In that way 
you take them out of the flow of the promotion and you give the other 
people the opportunity. And if their service is needed they still re- 
main in the Active Reserve. We think that solution is better than 
piling up there and blocking all these people who would like to have 
their opportunity of promotion which is being denied them at this 
time, 

Mr. Rivers. Did you get the response to your inquiry / 

Mr. Anprrson. These two sheets that they have sent out were pre- 
pared in response to that inquiry and justify the position which I 
have stated, and that is that the.situation in the Reserve units is 
rather different than that in the Reserve as a whole. Of course, in 
the Reserve units there is no hump. There is a shortage of on the 
average of approximately 15 percent presently. 

And the other question I asked was, of course, a listing of the types 
of attrition that would be affected. I don’t know whether you have 
prepared such a list. 

“aaa Ece.eron. We have that, sir, for general officers and colo- 
nels, 

Mr. Anperson. You have the numbers / 

Colonel Eaeurron. Yes, sir; also by age and service or time in 


grade. 
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Mr. Winsteap. Are these permanent officers or temporary ¢ 
Colonel Eaciteron. This would be their permanent rank. 
Mr. Rivers. We will put those in the record at this point. 
(The information referred to follows :) 


Reserve components of the Army—Commissioned officer active status strength, 
authorized versus actual TOE and TD units 


ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 



































Grade Authorized | Actual 

es IN a a ine Bice nodaka Ep nice tl ae kaintins «Sepia bandduecieceite 127 | 120 
ON OS EE SE SSE See arenes ay eee ee a Batted 17 162 
Sie Labs ek satedinasnannagebescaccucpipend<sdcecgp secs cee sqgseedbsecrewesen 2 559 2515 
Lieutenant colonel ‘ 1, 950 1,744 
ee Fen 4, 328 3, 658 
Captain. ..........------------------- 22-20-22 - 2 eon en ene eo o-oo o-oo ee _— 10, 832 8, 814 
Captain/lieutenant -—. ----- a cncsessnacsssusessce= oo ca cndanseeceeensscecesences i | ee 
DRG isc os thai ip eennke tear gy -enenndy a Se ee 21, 987 17, 523 

rr acer eee ee aaa ea casa eweplaasecneompecennn 41, 995 32, 336 

U.S. ARMY RESERVE 3 

Major general._.........--- cae ERA TES St VE » nish onde ill ssikcaain wh nastiest wiped oli aiteciode 29 420 
EET GE oe ooo. con csn cca cccecdeccencsseseacusisssensdecuwesesseowes 87 | 476 
A eee ee ae Ney ee ee nee ee eene eee 932 1, 083 
TAemtonet Cen os dshidic das cd ann cae bnjina=se eet ecnrqwadeeewddebadseled 3, 727 3, 926 
OS Se eee AN RE ee eee a ae een eee: 7, 297 6,814 
COO. .... once cccpudbale SS ae ee Ee ee Be eee ee 16, 680 13, 041 
EE A EN A shay sear drab trian rihaaeinseh ipnipapinatntepeam inate 22, 433 20, 756 

ce ee ee eee oe ae ae ee 51, 185 | 45, 716 








1 Troop structure June 15, 1959. 

2 Troop structure Dec. 31, 1958. 

3 As of Mar. 31, 1959. It must be noted that the authorized column for the USAR is based on the new 
troop structure. The reorganization, based on this structure, will result in the authorization of fewer officers 
in the field and general officer grades. The reorganization was about 20-percent complete on Mar. 31, 1959; 
as it continues the number of officers actually on hand will reach the numbers authorized. 

4 Preliminary. 


Source: Army National Guard—NGB, Office of Branch of Service and Grade Report, Dec. 31, 1958; U.S. 
Army Reserve—Authorized, CARROTC P. & P. Branch; actual, STM 30, Mar. 31, 1959. 


Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of colonel * 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1960 (NOW) 






























































| s080 | 1961 | 1962 | 1963 1964 1065 | Total 
| | 
| 
Age... ~ | 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 
Service... .. 1, 800 500 | 550 475 295 | 525 4,075 
| face & eaten | 1, 800 500 | 550 | 75/22 | 3 4, 075 
| 
‘ IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1962 (2 YEARS) 
: l l l 
> diel Wi ad 2 ot css 0 0 25 0 0 0 25 
= ONES ogame 0 0} 2,800 47 295 | 550 4, 050 
3 En 0 | 0| 2,825 | 478 | 205 | 550 4, 075 
2 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851, ON JULY 1, 1965 (5 YEARS) 
4 : 
PE ee thin ince SNC EEA 0 0 75| 300 500 400 1,275 
fee. 0 0 0 | 0 0} 2,800 2’ 800 
= - | 
. fe = | 0 | 0 | 75 | 300 500 | 3, 200 | 4,075 











1 Based on sampling of 218 cases expanded to actual strength of 5,300 Reserve officers in grade of colonel. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852 ON JULY 1, 1960 


Estimated ARNGUS officer attrition in the grade of major general 








































































































1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
a a coe 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Service 4 1 1 3 3 0 12 
oS * a : 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 
i 2d 35 oe 4 1 4 4 3 0 16 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1962 
| 
ee . 0 | 2 2 0 0 0 a 
Service_..___. 0 0 3 3 3 0 9 
“SI. ie 0 | 0 2 1 0 0 3 
ele ss ts 0 | 2 7 4 3 0 16 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852, ON JULY 1, 1965 
| 
ree roe oe 0 2 0 2 | 1 5 
SE eae Ms 0 0 0 0 0) 7 7 
SG SEC ES 0 0 0 0 | 1 1 
meee. ....... 0 2 | 3 | 0 2 | 9 16 
Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of major general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852 ON JULY 1, 1960 
1960 1961 | 1962 1963 | 1964 1965 Total 
ee ee | 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 
EEE ee ey ee oe Ses a 2 2 2 1 0 ll 
ee 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 
1 
eS JS eet) bcs 6 4 5 2 | 1 0 18 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852 ON JULY 1, 1962 
O° SS, SEN FE Oe 1 2 1 0 | 0 0 4 
eR de. 0 0 7 2 | 1 0 10 
| i PETS RE ERE 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 
a | 1 2 | 12 | 2 1 0 18 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3852 ON JULY 1, 1965 
| | 
ESE as Ee Sine Ne | 1 2| 2 | 3 | 3 0 ul 
SS" 2 ee eee 0 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 6 6 
on ne PE eee See 0 0 | 0 | 0} 0 1 1 
i os ot | 1 2 2 | 3 | 3 7 18 


























2295 


Estimated ARNGUS officer attrition in the grade of brigadier general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1960 











1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
FR ee eee ee 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Pc uccatcankust ncwgaudound 13 2 3 4 4 1 27 
7 Ee aS Se ee eee rae 5 4 6 1 0 0 16 
TNE 3.0.k vanbahincveetdes 18 8 9 5 4 1 45 

















IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1962 



















































































pS Se en ees Se 2 1 0 0 0 8 
Ga ctl tenccsccencégnaduns 0 0 12 4 4 1 21 
eee see ees Se 0 0 15 1 0 0 16 
WOME: Co dcadonpdsnde evens 2 5 28 5 + 1 45 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1965 
BD, dacttihdanithekebedumakncdad 3 5 3 4 4 0 19 
ee Sees 0 0 0 0 0 16 16 
|| eet Se ae PPS. 0 0 0 0 0 10 10 
2 EATS Seer 3 5 3 4 4 26 45 
Estimated USAR officer attrition in the grade of brigadier general 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1960 
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 Total 
| 
RR Se een ee 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 
Pk SRS PRS ey a ap eae 19 5 2 3 7 2 38 
GE - de aot en ddewendshine 9 17 5 4 0 0 35 
yee © Ree Sey 29 23 9 7 7 2 77 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1962 
BRE cc d0Ggasesins apecsedaps~ 2 5 8 0 0 0 15 
gg REE SRE ASS OS NET ITS 0 0 17 3 7 2 29 
| Ae RL ee ee 0 0 29 4 0 0 33 
, Ee eee es 2 6 54 7 7 2 77 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 10 U.S.C. 3851 ON JULY 1, 1965 
BS ics ndie nei thscceubiendios 2 5 7 10 4 6 34 
OE SR eet tr ee es 0 0 0 0 0 23 23 
OO es ee eee 0 0 0 1 0 19 20 
WOOL. ci th babcddetsbcann 2 5 7 ll 4 7 


























Colonel Eccteton. They are broken down for the Army Reserve 
and National Guard. The colonel estimate is for the Army Reserve 
only. 

Mr. Rivers. The other is Reserve components—National Guard and 
Reserve. 

Colonel Eceieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. One is 1941 and the other is 1951. That is about the 
ratio between the National Guard and the Reserve officers; is that 
right ? 
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Colonel Eceietron. That is true. I must point out, if I may at this 
time, that the authorized strength column for the Army Reserve is 
under the 1960 structure. As you probably know, sir, ‘the Reserve 
components are undergoing a large reorganization at the present time 
under the pentomic concept and structure. So the authorization for 
the Army Reserve is based on the new troop structure. The actual 
column for the Army Reserve is based on what is in the units now. 

In other words, many of our units have not yet reorganized into the 
new concept. It isa gradual and progressive process. You will find 
in one or two cases that the numbers of officers on hand actually ex- 
ceeds that authorized. As the reorganization becomes more complete 
the two numbers are going to balance out. The same holds for the 
Army National Guard, except for general officers, both the authorized 
and actual is based on their old troop structure. They have not yet 
developed the total authorization by grade under their new troop 
structure. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, General. 

Mr. Anperson. I would find one fault with your analysis and that 
is you say you will find them coming closer together. The reverse 
is true, of course, inthe authorized. You are using the new authoriza- 
tion, are you not ? 

Colonel Eacieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. What is the new authorization compared with the 
old authorization ? 

Colonel Eceieron. Sir, I don’t know. I have been unable to deter- 
mine that under the old structure. 

Mr. Anperson. Among oflicers, I hope that you can provide the 
change then because it is very pertinent to the analysis you just made. 
I think you will find that your analysis, that the actual movement will 
be in the opposite direction that you indicated rather than have the 
figures come closer together as we dispose of the officers who no longer 
havea place, we will have fewer officers in the units than before. 

Colonel Eaeieron. What I meant was that the actual numbers of 
lieutenant colonels who are now in excess of the authorized will come 
down toward the actual numbers as the reorganization progresses. 

Mr. Anvrerson. Yes. So that we are going to move in the direction 
of not having our Reserve units fully officered. 

Colonel Eceieron. It may be low in lieutenants, for example, but 
they will be fully officered otherwise. 

Mr. Anverson. That just isn’t the case. It never has been and it 
won’t be under the provisions of this bill if they go into effect. We 
are going to make it still worse. Mr. Chairman, if I may take just one 
of these sets of figures as an example of the facts that we don’t require 
this type of forced attrition in the units, let me point out what has 
happened in the general officer grade. I just now had a look at the 
colonels and havn’t had a chance to make an analysis, but in the gen- 
eral officer grade with a total of 197 general officers, acc ording to the 
figures we had yesterday, in less than 4 years we have lost 73 general 
officers. That means a turnover of approximately 40 percent in less 
than 4 years. That doesn’t indicate the need of any additional forced 
retirement. And basing it on our history I would say that there is no 
requirement for forced retirement within the units. To get this as a 
matter of record, let me point out some of the other elements of forced 
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attrition that are becoming increasingly placed upon Reserve officers 
serving in units. 

The TO qualifications of many of these officers were changed by the 
reorganization, even going so far as to require them to change branch. 
We are going to lose a lot of officers due to the increasingly heavy re- 
quirements for MOS qualifications. Officers in units have a tremend- 
ous administrative load to carry. They have additional training 
requirements not placed upon officers who are not placed in units. 
They have many personal difficulties including positive attendance 
at given camp dates whether or not their business will permit them 
to attend. It requires on the part of units many more hours of serv- 
ice than of officers not in units. I am sure that when these statistics 
are fully analyzed with respect to other grades, as well as general 
officers, and I have already pointed out that this is true with respect 
to general officers. These, together with the fact that we lose many 
oflicers by virtue of classification in their jobs or changes in their geo- 
graphical location are making it increasingly difficult for us to prop- 
erly officer Reserve and National Guard units. 

We have already made another distinction with respect to reserve 
unit officers, taking in both National Guard and Reserve, and I think 
this is a point at which we may very properly make an additional 

variation between those two officers. And it is my intention to propose 

sir, at the proper time, that the extent the date be extended be to 1965 
or some date approaching that figure for all officers who are members 
of organized units of the National Guard and Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. Do the organized units change any in any manner by 
your statement about no promotion ‘ 

Secretary Mirron. I don’t know if I quite get 

Mr. Rivers. The general refers to organized units. Your statement 
was if this thing is extended there will be no promotion for colonels, 
period. 

Secretary Mirron. That is in the overall. 

Mr. Rivers. Does his reference to organized units change that state- 
ment of yours? 

Secretary Mirron. Only to a slight degree. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, keep me on the track. Have we gotten 
far afield in the discussion on this thing? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. No, sir, it is pertinent. The general has tried to 
narrow down the application of this particular attritive provision, that 
is, it would apply to all nonunit officers, but he feels it should be 
restricted in the case of unit officers to a later date. 

Mr. Anperson. To unit officers. 

Mr. Statinsuek. The question you have put to the Secretary is, 
whether or not, by this patricular modification his general statement 
that promotions to colonel would be completely stymied would still 
apply. His reply, of course, was that it would not since the promotion 
there depends on vacancies in the unit itself. 

Mr. Puitern. Do you have the proposed draft language of your 
amendment or amendments ? 

Mr. Anperson. It will simply involve the counsel writing in these 
places where we had the date 1965 a provision that for waits, for 
Reserve officers who are assigned to units. That will include all of 
the National Guard, as I understand it, together wtih the table of 
organization, table of distribution Reserve units. 
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Mr. Prisrn. Have you asked the Secretary and the others who 
are concerned here what their reactions would be? 

Mr. Rivers. What is your reaction ? 

Secretary Miiron. General Anderson has narrowed this down to 
the unit officer. In my statements to the committee I was thinking 
of the overall, the unit and the nonunit. Actually, this committee by 
law has authorized us to have 275,000 officers in the Reserve com- 
ponents. Our strength when I reported to the committee the last 
time was 271,700 plus. Now, we have added to that 13,500 youn 
second lieutenants. Unless—and this bolsters what Colonel Boyer sai 
about an overage—unless something happens and the normal attritive 
features of ROPA took care of these, as you laid them out, but if you 
eliminate those attractive features, gentlemen, I have to have a r.i.f. 
in the officer corps of the U.S. Army, USAR. 

Mr. Rivers. You have your hump down the line, as the colonel 
has referred to. 

Secretary Minton. In the overall I am still within the ceiling which 
you have imposed upon me. 

Mr. Rivers. What I don’t understand is this: I want everybody to 
listen to my understanding. If you don’t have any attrition in a 
unit how are you going to have any promotions in a unit? 

If you keep all the officers in there 

Colonel Boyer. If they want to keep some of these people that is 
fine. It doesn’t make any difference whether they are unit or non- 
unit. If there is a colonel commanding a regiment and there are two 
or three lieutenant colonels in that unit ready for promotion, he is 
holding them there. It would seem like our units are the ones that 
should be vitalized and whether we keep these older officers in we are 
keeping them oflicered by older people instead of having a flow of 
younger blood coming in. 

Mr. Rivers. That is attrition. 

Colonel Boyer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If you block the attrition there how can you keep it 
vitalized ? 

Colonel Boyrr. You can’t. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the Secretary’s contention all this morning if I 
understood. 

Secretary Miuron. That is my point. 

Mr. Rivers. If you don’t keep on putting fresh blood at the bottom 
how in the name of goodness are you going to do it if you don’t take 
the old blood from the top. Anything we do that prevents that, pre- 
vents revitalization of it. I don’t want to misunderstand the general. 
Whether you keep a unit self-contained and delay the attrition of the 
officers at the to 

Mr. Anverson. If that were true I would agree with the chairman. 
1 pointed out that my experience indicates that is not at all true. 
Attrition in units is much higher than it will be among nonunit offi- 
cers even with this provision. 

Mr. Rivers. Years in grade? 

Mr. Anperson. By the time in grade and the age in grade could 
take out Reserve officers in units. But there are so many other pro- 
visions for attrition. I know what I am talking about because I 
have seen these officers come along. I have commanded this division 














So cf ao rreosoero tor mH oe =— st A ot A. eed hn in cf . ee ee eS oe 2 2 SS 


= 


2 oS” 














2299 


for 10 years now. And attrition is not our particular problem. My 
staff has turned over twice. My regimental commanders have turned 
over at least twice. I have mae Bem gona that in 4 years we have had 
a 40-percent change in the whole general officer structure. And most 
of those are Reserve units. If we restricted it to units alone we 
would find a bigger turnover than that. I will say to the Secretary 
that if you apply this and continue applying the increasingly strin- 
gent requirements that are being placed on unit officers with respect 
to training and all of the other requirements, the Secretary or his 
successor are going to be in here crying that they are not able to get 
enough officers in units and those of us who are charged with trying to 
run a unit are already faced with the problem of trying to get enough 
capable officers to run our units. 

Goan) Srravuss. May I get into this, Mr. Chairman, because I 
haven’t had a chance to and I am just aching. 

First of all, we would like to support generally what General An- 
derson has said. In the National Guard alone annually there is a 
turnover of 10,000 officers. So that there is plenty of chance to 
change. Secondly, the Army has stated that their problem exists in 
the middle grades to a great extent in addition to the grade of colonel, 
that by promoting under the mandatory features of the law that they 
are merely compounding the numbers that already exist. I would like 
to invite the committee’s attention to section 3850 of title XX which 
says and I quote it: 

Wherever the Secretary of the Army believes that there are too many com- 
missioned officers in an active status, in any Reserve grade, who have at least 
30 years of service computed under section 3853 of this title or at least 20 years 
of service computed under section 1332 of this title, he shall convene a board 
to consider all officers in an active status in that grade who have that amount 
of service and who are not assigned to a unit organized to serve asa unit. The 
beard shall recommend officers by name for removal from an active status, in 
the number specified by the Secretary. In the case of an officer so recommended, 
the Secretary may (1) transfer him to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified 
and applies therefor, or (2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, 
discharge him from his Reserve point. 

This seems to me to give adequate authority to the Secretary of 
the Army to thin out the middle grades of those who are not in units 
and are not participating to the extent of those who are. 

Mr. Rivers. Thirty years. 

General Strauss. That is 30 as prescribed by 3850 of this title in 
relation to the July 1, 1960, date. I would like to make this state- 
ment: 

The approaching date of July 1, 1960, which, under ROPA, will 
require transfer to the Retired Reserve or discharge of officers who 
have completed the total periods of commissioned service set forth 
in the act, presents two problems not foreseen at the time the basic 
statute was enacted. 

The primary problem is generated because of the current reorgani- 
zation of the Army National Guard to the pentomic concept. This 
action requires many units to convert to an arm or service other than 
that in which they have been previously organized. These unit con- 


versions logically require officers of the affected units to transfer to 
and qualify in the arm or branch. Such requalification is not accom- 
pee solely by virtue of transfer of the individual or conversion 
of the unit. 
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In addition to a reasonable period of service therein, each such 
officer must attend a service school and/or subscribe to and success- 
fully complete specified Army extension courses in order that he may 
be considered qualified in his new arm or branch. Retraining takes 
time. 

Under existing law present senior commanders will be attrited 
from the guard on J dy 1, 1960, or shortly thereafter. We shall 
suffer the loss of our most mature, seasoned and combat experienced 
officers at a time when their judgment and > Pap a is most vital 
to the program. Such an exodus, prior to the completion of the 
retraining and requalification of those officers who must immediatel 
assume the vacated responsible positions would be most detrimental. 

In that connection the fact that you attrit all these senior comman- 
ders on July 1 or shortly thereafter does not mean that those vacancies 
will be assumed by the promotion of junior officers because of these 
conversion of units to the pentomic concept. Many have to qualify 
in the new unit. 

Many of the affected officers would be discharged or transferred 
to the Retired Reserve during their annual 15-day active duty period 
or, in some cases immediately prior to that period. 

Accordingly, we urge that the date of July 1, 1960, be extended for 
a reasonable period as suggested by General Anderson, a distin- 
guished member of this committee and commanding general of a 
U.S. Army Reserve division and that the ultimate date be set at the 
end of a calendar year in lieu of in the middle of the annual active 
duty training period. 

The date of January 1, 1963, suggested by the general would be 
very satisfactory to the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, what do you think of that, what do 
you think of the injection of the pentomic concept for requalifica- 
tion and weeding out any because of the narrowing of the size of 
the division ? 

Secretary Miron. I have been doing an awful lot of thinking 
with my feeble mind during these discussions. It would seem to me 
that the provision that has been proposed here would just about 
solve this problem. In other words, if you found, as I read this, if 
you found units were in a bad way, I think the Secretary has the 
authority under this proposal to extend this time. 

Mr. Rivers. Plus the law that the general read. 

Secretary Mizron. I would like to ask the counsel if I am right. 

Mr. SiatinsHex. The language we have here would not do that. 
The language we have here addresses itself solely to that group of 
officers that are precluded under title 3 of 810. That is the criteria. 

Mr. Rivers. We can’t finish this this morning. Why don’t we do 
this. You and Mr. Minor, we won’t take the Secretary’s time, get 
together with Colonel Eggleton, and Colonel Boyer and General 
Strauss—that is about all,isn’t it? And see if 

Secretary Mizron. I think I should call your attention to the fact 
that this is not alone an Army problem. There are some aspects of 
this, particularly this inclusion, that would affect the other services. 

Mr. Rivers. We have Colonel Brackett. He is already in on the 
deal because he represents the Department. He is part of the team. 
And see if we can’t work out some language that would be acceptable 
to some kind of a compromise 
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Secretary Miron. Which would solve the major problem that Gen- 
eral Anderson brought out. 

Mr. Rivers. He has continuously referred to units because units 
are your home. That is basic. I am talking about units for every- 
thing. What about that, General ? 

Mr. Anperson. There is one other question which I have previous- 
ly asked to which I do not yet have the answer, and that is the number 
of men who are authorized in the Army Reserve as 275,000. I asked 
the total officers assigned to Reserve and National Guard units broken 
down insofar as it could be. 

Mr. Rivers. It is evident that we can’t cure all the ills. I can 
retreat to one line and not go any further as I use Mr. Vinson’s 
philosophy. We will be here next year. We can’t cure all the ills 
or we would be out of business. What we want to do, as everybody 
has said he wants to do here this morning, to make the hardships 
fall as lightly as possible, keeping in mind always there has to be 
some date that we have to have. You take in these r.i.f.’s and the 
effective date—the readjustment pay—there are some dates that will 
hurt somebody. For the greatest group we want to do the most 
good. 

Mr. Bray. I have given pretty careful thought to making certain 
regulations as to the application of the July 1, 1960, date of ROPA 
to officers in units and officers not in units. I think we better leave 
what we do to take care of both of them. I become more and more 
aware of the problems that we do have to get rid of these officers. 

Another thing I think we ought to have in mind is that the Air 
Forces does not have the same measures that we have taken but 
their problem is the same. No one is here from the Air Force ex- 
cept the Department of Defense, and you might think about it next 
year for the Air Force. They have as great a percentage of over- 
ages in lieutenant colonels and colonels as the Army does. 

General Srrauss. The Air Force does not have a corresponding 
section of 3853 with the same language. 

Mr. Bray. I know they do not. I say they do have the overage 
in officers. 

General Srrauss. They have the same provision that permits the 
Secretary to select them out. The unit problem is not the same in 
the Air Force. 

Mr Bray. They have asked for no legislation along this line as 
yet ¢ 

Mr. StattnsHeK. What Mr. Bray has reference to is that a similar 
attritive provision — to Air Force personnel as far as date is 
concerned. General Strauss, is addressing himself to the fact that 
there is a difference in definition of total years of service in the 
Army section as compared 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Boyer has mentioned the fact where you take 
a specialist and say “We need you, you are a peculiar sort of bird and 
we need you for this operation.” When he gets in there he should 
be treated differently because he is qualified differently as a specialist. 
You make him preach a better sermon than someone else. He might 
be a better physician or dentist or engineer. If you take him after 
that date that you took the other fellow that General Strauss was 
talking about, a 21-year-old lieutenant, or somebody, there is a long 
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time between that and 60. We might address ourselves to something 
along those lines. When you go out and get a specialist he ought to 
have a special application, don’t you think so, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Mitron. Of course I do. That is why I think this is a 
partial solution. You take your doctors, your medical scientists gen- 
erally and your chaplains, a chaplain and a doctor generally can serve 
to an older age. 

Mr. Rivers. Because as the colonel said, he uses his brain. Take in 
this nuclear setup we are going to have people who have been to school 
along time. They will be around their thirties before you get them. 

Secretary Minton. That is the premise we applied 672(d) to the 
reservists when I mentioned the medicos and the chaplains a few 
moments ago. 

Mr. Bray. You are not commissioning him at advanced ages now. 

Secretary Mutron. Mr. Bray, 4 years ago you told us ROPA was 
going to be effective. Since the passage of ROPA we have tried to 
design everything so that when ROPA became effective we wouldn’t 
haveany problems. That goes for the Air Force and Navy. 

Mr. Bray. The main problem is we have to get over these next 5 
or 6 years, istn’t it ? 

Secretary Minton. Yes, sir. I can’t see how by setting the date 
down to 1963 or 1962 or 1965 is going to solve the problem. 

Mr. Bray. I think General Harrison suggested January 1, 1961, 
6 months later, to get over that reorganization before camp. 

General Srravuss. The general asked me to correct the record in 
that respect. He is not in favor of just a bare 6-month extension. 

Mr. Bray. That is what he did say here. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. He said whatever date we do make it, make it a calen- 
dar year. 

Secretary Mirron. By reason of our 4 years of intensive applica- 
tion, I would doubt that so far as the Army is concerned, we would 
ever be in a more favorable position to adopt that fine vitalization 
that ROPA gives us than we will be on July 1, 1960. I am proud to 
come before you and tell you that I have only 134 people in the Active 
Establishment that are going to be affected. 

When you realize we have come down from 146,000 to 101,000 and 
that we had over 2,000 affected by this constructive credit idea and you 
have only 134 left, it seems to me that is prima facie evidence that we 
have been working hard at this. 

If we postpone it, it is conceivable to me that 3 years from now you 
will have a worse problem than you have now. It would have been 10 
times worse if the Army hadn’t gotten onto this thing 4 years ago. 
We would have really had a problem and we saw it at that time. 

Mr. Anverson. I asked for this figure, and I think the colonel is 
prepared to get it and put it in the record as to the number of people 
either authorized or assigned to Reserve and National Guard units. 

Colonel Eceteron. I believe that is in the record now. I will get 
you another copy of it. 

Mr. Anverson. Is that in the record ? 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. Will the two papers be made a part of the record ? 
Mr. SiatinsHex. Yes, sir. 
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Secretary Miron. If there is anything else that you have asked for, 
General Anderson, and you haven’t got it, you will have them right 


away. 

Mr. Rivers. We will ask Mr. Slatinshek to get together with some 
alternatives. We will never accomplish anything like we are doing 
this morning. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman, when this group gets together there 
is one other issue that Colonel Carlton presented in his testimony, and 
that is the group of these officers who were commissioned back in the 
thirties, recalled to active duty in World War II, came off active duty 
in 1946, were called in involuntarily in 1950 or 1951. They find a total 
of 28 years commissioned service is catching up with them before they 
can get their 20 years Federal active duty. 

Now under the ruling of the Comptroller General, dated the 8th of 
December, the services 4 the authority to keep these people on duty. 
The Air Force judge advocate has come out with a ruling, and they put 
out a regulation that they are going to keep them on. 

I don’t know what the Army’s position is on that. If the Army 
will come along with the same position that the Air Force has, I don’t 
think we will have to amend the law. 

Mr. Mrwnor. I have legal opinions from both services that this is 
allowable. It would be a matter of discretion of the Secretary. And 
at me proper time if the committee so desires I can put those in the 
record. 

Mr. Rivers. Put that in the record. 

Marcy 19, 1959. 


Memo No. 3 
AFCJA-11/Mr. Wrightson/ds/52145 
Subject: Retention of certain officers to become eligible for retirement under 
10 U.S.C. 8911. 
To: Executive. 
Directorate of Pers. Ping. DCS/P. 
AFPDP. 


1. This office considers the mentioned section 7 as not only unnecessary, but 
restrictive of now existing statutory authority. The basis for this conclusion 
is set forth below. All references are to title 10, United States Code. 

a. An officer, Regular or Reserve, having at least 20 years of service com- 
puted under section 8926, at least 10 years of which have been active service 
as a commissioned officer is eligible for retirement under section 8911. 

b. All active service performed as a member of the Army or the Air Force 
is creditable, without any limitation, as “years of service” under section 8926 
(a) (1). 

ce. “Active service” is defined as “service on active duty” (sec. 101(24)). 

d. Any member of a Reserve component, including a member of the Retired 
Reserve, may, with his consent, be ordered to or retained on active duty (sec. 
672(d)). 

e. We therefore conclude that all active service performed by a member of 
the Retired Reserve is creditable for retirement under section 8911. 


ALBERT J. CLARK, 
Colonel, USAF, Director of Civil Law, Office of The Judge Advocate 
General. 
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Date: FsruARY 26, 1959. 


Comment No. 2 
Major Rouillard/74088 





Subject: Request for legal opinion. 
To: DCSPER. 
From: TJAG. 

The questions presented in paragraphs 3 and 4, preceding comment, are 
answered in the order presented as follows: 

a. Paragraph 3a: It is the opinion of this office that under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 672(d), the officers in question may be re- 
tained indefinitely on active duty in their Reserve or active duty temporary 
grade, without regard to their age or creditable years of service. It is the 
further opinion of this office that under the provisions of subsection 265(d), 
Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 481), as added by the act of July 
9, 1956 (70 Stat. 518; 50 U.S.C. 1016(d)) and the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, section 676, such officers who are at least 58 years of age on the 
date they otherwise would be released from active duty, may be retained on 
active duty for an indefinite period as determined by the Secretary of the 
Army. In the event of retention under either of the foregoing circumstances, the 
officers may qualify for retirement under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 3911. If the officer is transferred to the Retired Reserve, he may 
thereafter be ordered to active duty under the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, section 672(d). The provisions of section 3494 (former sec. 207, 
ROPA of 1954) require his recall in his Reserve or a higher temporary grade. 
Although after such recall he may qualify for retirement under title 10, United 
States Code, section 3911, he may not be ordered to active duty solely for the 
purpose of enabling him to qualify for retirement. 

b. Paragraph 3b: See discussion in a, above, with respect to the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 672(d). 

c. Paragraph 4: An officer ordered to active duty from the Retired Reserve, 
under the conditions set forth above, who is promoted to a higher temporary grade 
while so serving is entitled, upon release, to be advanced on the retired list to 
that higher grade. However, under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 1374, such temporary advancement would not entitle him to any 
increase in the retired pay to which he otherwise would be entitled. Those of- 
ficers retained on active duty, under the circumstances indicated above, would 
not be in a retired status and, accordingly, would be entitled upon retirement 
to the grade and retired pay based thereon to which they would be authorized 
under applicable laws. 

CHARLES A. Nye, III, 
Lieutenant Colonel, JAGC, 
Chief, Personnel Law Branch, Military Affairs Division 
(For the Judge Advocate General). 


Mr. Rivers. We will meet tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Thursday, June 18, 1959.) 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuncommirTeEE No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, June 18, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. We will continue the discussion of our attempt to com- 
promise on that section of the bill which consumed so much time yes- 
terday, and, of course, which should consume a lot of time, as it is 
very vital now. 

Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Mr. Chairman——- 








St 











2305 


Mr. Rivers. We want to know what you were able to do with the 
gentlemen you convened for the purpose of trying to resolve this 
question. 

Mr. StatinsneK. According to your direction, we met yesterday 
afternoon for the purpose of discussing the two problems before the 
committee yesterday. 

The immediate problem was the section having to do with total years 
of service, which is contained in the Army title. 

The compromise draft that we have—— 

Mr. Rivers. Does everybody have a copy of this? 

Mr. StatinsueK. It is before each of the members. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. SiatinsueK. What it is designed to do: It would retain the 
present language that exists in the title right now, we would add a 
new section to the legislation which would permit 

Mr. Rivers. Where would it go, now ? 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, this would go at the end of the bill as a 
section, probably 8 or 9. The reason for that is that title 10 only in- 
cludes: general and permanent law. This section would be neither 
general nor permanent, in that it would apply only to this selected 
group we talked about yesterday and would expire when they passed 
out. 

Mr. Rivers. We rewrote it for those who went in there—— 

Mr. Statinsuek. It would actually only remain for practical pur- 
poses for 7 years as a maximum. What it would do is simply protect 
those people who had been commissioned prior to the Reserve Officers 
Personnel Act. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s read it and see how it sounds. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK (reading) : 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, except section 1001 of title 10, 
United States Code— 
and I might add parenthetically that that section simply permits the 
Secretary to establish the standards for qualification— 
the discharge or transfer to the Retired Reserve (because of his age or length 
of service) of any Reserve officer of the Army who— 

(1) was originally appointed as a Reserve officer before the enactment 
of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954, and 
(2) but for the operation of section 3853 (2) of title 10, United States 


Code, could have completed 20 years of service computed under section 
1332 of that title ; 


is deferred until he completes that amount of service or until he becomes 60 years 
of age, whichever is earlier. 

This was agreed upon by the ROA, the National Guard, and the 
Defense representatives as taking care of the problem without dis- 
torting the situation. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Colonel Eggleton ¢ 

Colonel Eaaieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are the numbers man. How many will that in- 
clude from your curbstone opinion—a curbstone number ? 

Yolonel Ecaiteron. We say about a thousand. 

Mr. Rivers. A thousand ? 

Colonel Eacteron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. What is the cost going to be? 
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Mr. Rivers. How would you compute the cost? 

Colonel EacreTon. I can tell you this, Mr. Van Zandt: At the 
resent time a title III officer, that is, an officer on the title IIT retired 
ist, receives about $2,090 a year. That is the average cost per officer. 

Mr. Rivers. That would be $2 million a year. 

Colonel Eaciteron. And these officers would be, of course, minimum 
cost cases, with not too much active duty, perhaps. 

Mr. Rivers. Because we certainly owe a responsibility to that 8 
ment of people who went in there before the enactment of ROPA, 
and if it is possible we ought to try to provide for them. 

Now anyone who went in there as the law was written certainly 
knew of the contents of ROPA. And we just can’t jeopardize the 
bill by blanketing everyone in there who had certainly constructive— 
well, they had actual knowledge of it, not even constructive. 

Since all legislation, controversial legislation, is arrived at by way 
of compromise in some areas, if we can’t get the whole loaf, we will 
just have to take the best part of the loaf we can get. 

Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. St. Grorep. Mr. Chairman, may I re right there that it 
seems to me that this amendment is exactly in the same line of 
philosophy as the WAC bill. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mrs. Sr. Groree. In other words, we are taking care of a few people 
who, through absolutely no fault of their own are discriminated 
against. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mrs. Str. Grorce. Through no fault of theirs. I would suggest this 
is a very good amendment for that reason, because it simply corrects 
an injustice. 

Mr. Puta. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Puiery. Is the National Guard and everybody in agreement on 
this amendment, and it takes care of all the objections that were raised 
in the hearings in regard to these points? 

Mro. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Who speaks for Mr. Milton ? 

Colonel Eacteron. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

I spoke with Mr. Milton late yesterday evening, and he is quite 
agreeable to this proposed change. 

Mr. Rivers. You spoke with him yesterday, and this morning you 
speak for him ? 

Colonel Eaateron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is good. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Puttetn. Is General Harrison in agreement with this? Gen- 
eral Harrison is in agreement with this? 

General Srrauss. Yes. 

(Mr. Rivers aside.) 

Mr. Van ZaNnpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, Mr. Van Zandt? 

_ Mr. Van Zanpr. Now, I would like to be sure that we are not estab- 
ae another inequity here as we try to correct an inequity that 
exists. 

Now can anybody give us that assurance? 
Colonel Boyer. I think you can, Mr. Van Zandt. 
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The people we are protecting here are those people that do not have 
the opportunity to qualify under the present—we are not trying to 
protect those who had the opportunity and loafed on the job and didn’t 
get their points. For instance, if a man 

Mr. Rivers. We are not going to consider the man who didn’t pull 
his end of the rope? 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. For instance, to illustrate what I am 
driving at, if a man were 36 years of age when he was commissioned, 
that is 11 years of constructive service that is given him. When he 
gets his total of 17 years actual commissioned service, and adds this 
11 years under the provision of the present law, which gives him 28, 
he is transferred to the Retired Reserve and doesn’t even qualify for 
title III retirement. 

Now what this does: It gives that man the opportunity. Some will 
and some won't. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. But we say this establishes an inequity as 
far as Army Reserve officers are concerned. 

What Iam trying to find out is: Are we establishing another inequity 
that may affect the Reserve officers of the Navy or the Air Force or the 
Marine Corps or the Coast Guard? 

Colonel Boysr. It doesn’t affect the Air Force at all. The Navy 
will need a slight amendment when we come to it, for this reason, that 
the laws dealing with each of the services are different. 

For instance, on any Reserve officer up to the grade of lieutenant 
colonel in the Army and Air Force, if he gets two passovers, he is dis- 
charged. In the Navy has has to have two passovers and 20 years 
of service when he gets to be lieutenant commander or above. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Colonel Borzr. Now this constructive service counts against that 
man on two passovers. When we come to that, we will recommend 
omgnene- 

r. Rivers. We want to be sure that we don’t overlook any branch 
of the service. 

Mr. Van Zandt has brought up an important, a very important 

int. 
eer. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman 

Colonel Boyer. When we come to the Navy section, there will be an 
amendment suggested. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the information that 
Colonel Boyer has given us. But I would like to hear from the spokes- 
men of the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps. 

Colonel Brackerr. As far as the Air Force, Mr. Chairman, is con- 
cerned, we do not have this problem. 

Mr. Rivers. You speak for the Defense Department ? 

Colonel Bracxkert. I speak for the Air Force as well. 

Mr. Rivers. Now speak for the Navy—who is going to speak for 
the Navy ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Captain Greenbacker. 

a Rivers. Captain Greenbacker, did you hear what Colonel Boyer 
said ? 

Captain GreenpackeEr. Yes, sir. We have a slight problem in the 
Navy. The Navy has asked for an amendment. However, we did 
this separately. That amendment is being coordinated within the 











2308 


peel and we do not yet have a Department of Defense position on 
that. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Captain GREENBACKER. There is also—— 

Mr. Rivers. We will have it when we get to it. Now how about—— 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Mr. Chairman, can we have a copy of that amend- 
ment? Isit available now? 

Captain GrEENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Get it and give it to Mr. Slatinshek. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think we might as well do this job right now. 
This has not been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget, has it, this 
amendment ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHEK. No, sir. 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Let’s do the job right now. Give us a copy of 
the amendment. If we adopt this one, adopt the other. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, we take that up with the other 
Navy sections, unless we prefer to jump over to it right now. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt, we can handle it at that time. 

Just so we don’t overlook that. 

Captain GREENBACKER. No, sir; it will not be overlooked. 

Mr. Rivers. Then as soon as you can get it, give it to Mr. Slatin- 
shek so Mr. Van Zandt and the rest of the committee can have it. 

That isa very good point, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Well, so many times we try to correct on defect 
in the bill and open up another one. 

Mr. Rivers. That happens quite frequently. You compound the 
problem. 

Did you finish, Mr. Van Zandt? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I would just like to make this observation. 

I will take just a moment for it. 

I am 1,000 percent for this amendment, or something along this 
line. I assume that the wording is satisfactory to the various groups 
involved. For the very reason that this bill is so complicated, that 
try as hard as we will, when we put certain provisions in the law and 
think that we are taking care of everybody, we do not. 

This is what I would call a savings clause, so that hardship cases 
may be taken care of. 

I would like to spend just a minute on this, because I think it is 
extremely important. 

Getting back to my experience as a lawyer and a judge, and so on 

Mr. Rivers. Excuse me. 





Mr. Morris. I want to spend just a minute on it, because I think 
it isextremely important. 

Mr. Rivers. I want you to have as much time as you want. 

Mr. Morris. I won’t take much time. 

Mr. Rivers. We are going to have to leave here this morning at 11, 
but we are going to take all the time that is necessary. 

Mr. Morris. It won’t take me long. 


Sy aaee 
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Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Mr. Morris. I don’t think anyone should ever be convicted of a 
crime unless he has a criminal intent. Now, if he has a criminal intent, 
he ought to be convicted. But I think there ought to be a savings 
clause in all of our criminal statutes where a person cannot be con- 
victed of a crime unless he has a criminal intent. There ought to be 
a savings clause. And I have been advocating that for years. And 
that isn’t always true. Sometimes people are caught in the clutches 
of the law without any criminal intent whatsoever and are convicted. 

And I don’t think that anyone ought to be put. out of the service 
and denied their rights where there is a hardship case existing and 
where it can be corrected by administrative operation. 

And | am for this 1,000 percent. 

Now, I see no reason, however, at this time, if it is going to be 
lasting in the bill, why you shouldn’t say, “Any Reserve officer of the 
Army, Navy, or Air Force.” I don’t see any reason why it shouldn’t 
include all of them. It couldn’t hurt anything that I can see. And 
if there is not a problem existing in the Navy or in the Air Force at 
this time, there might be in the future. 

Instead of coming back—following Mr. Van Zandt’s suggestion 
there—I think we ought to cure the whole thing. And I see no reason 
why we shouldn’t put it in there for all services. 

Mr. Rivers. I think, in response to that, that clause 30 only applies 
tothe National Guard, doesn’t it ¢ 

General Srrauss. Tothe Army. 

Mr. SuatTiINsHek. Army. 

General Strauss. Army title. 

Mr. Rivers. I meant tosay Army. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, it certainly seems to me, when we get 
to it, we ought to write it so that that same or a similar amendment 
ought to be in there. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. I will wind up by saying this: 

It is somewhat repetitious, but this matter is so complicated and 
there are so many different individuals and groups of individuals that 
we deal with, that unless we do have a savings clause here, to be sure 
that those unusual cases, where they are meritorious and where they 
render a real service, are not overlooked, why, I think we will do an 
unwise thing. 

So I am certainly for this provision, but it seems to me that it ought 
to apply to all of our services and not just to the Army alone. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, what 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask: 

Mr. Minor, you heard what Mr. Morris said ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

The only answer to that, of course, from a legal standpoint, would 
be that it is only the officer of the Army who is granted constructive 
service for transfer to the Retired Reserve and for discharge pur- 
poses, based on the difference between his age and 25 years. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you say 

Mr. Minor. So in essence, this problem does not arise in the Navy 
or the Air Force. The only case the Navy has is the one case of lieu- 
tenant commanders, which I understand you will consider. 
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So, speaking for the Air Force, I couldn’t even write this section 
because we don’t have a section to aim it at. 
_ General Srrauss. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. I think you will find that experience proves that there 
hasn’t been any problem in that area in the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris very wisely wanted to do what we seek to do, 
and that is to take care of all of them. Because in the original act 
the Army wasn’t taken care of as it now turns out. 

Mr. Minor. I think that is what created the problem. 

Mr. Rivers. The Army or the National Guard. They were over- 
looked in the original act. 

Well, that happens: Any original act is bound to overlook somebody, 
Colonel Boyer. 

We have never amended the Military Justice Act. And I sat on 
that when we wrote it. It took us 14 weeks. And we got a com- 
mittee now studying it. 

An original act that doesn’t have a lot of growing pains, and the 
things out of which it grows and the thing into which it grows is hard 
tocontemplate. Your observation is excellent. 

Mr. Morris. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that even though the 
peooten doesn’t arise right at this particular time, that it may arise. 

ike Mr. Van Zandt observed there and others have observed, we 
just keep coming back with these to take care of people. If we had 
a sweeping general clause here that would take care of them in 
future, we wouldn’t have to be bothered with these problems all the 
time. 

But of course I certainly do not claim to be an expert in this. I am 
learning a lot in these hearings and getting some information and 
trying to assimilate it in my own mind. 

I realize that these ladies and gentlemen who have been on the 
committee longer than I have know a lot more than I do about it. 
But I am just for that philosophy generally, that when you write— 
in other words, may I spend just a moment ? 

You know the old oe of the Medes and Persians. You had to 
cross every “t” and dot every “i,” and if you didn’t come within the 
purview of that, and it was the same under the old common law— 
that is why the system of equity grew up, because there are so many 
just cases that were overlooked by the cold provisions of the law. 
And when you put a sweeping clause in there, I don’t see how it would 
hurt anything in the world, to make it apply, so that if in the future 
something occurred, why, it could be taken care of by this clause. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you finished ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes; I believe so. 

Mr. Bray. I believe it is necessary to make the amendment to the 
proper section. I do want any injustice or inequities in the other 
departments, of the Air Force and the Navy, to be brought up. But, 
frankly, I don’t see how it would, because the others do not have— 
it-may have problems, but they are not going to have this problem 
because this is constructive credit. 

I want to ask one question. 
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Colonel—— 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel who? 

Mr. SiatinsHEeK. Eggleton ? 

Mr. Bray. Eggleton. 

Mr. Rivers. Eggleton. 

Colonel Eaerrron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I think it is already in the record, but I do want this in 
the record. 

This clause here that we are talking about now is directed to those 
Reserve officers who are not on extended active duty ¢ 

Colonel Eaeieron. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Now, Secretary Milton testified that those who were on 
active duty—he had ample opportunity and was taking care of those. 
So that all of them we have to take care of are either on active duty 
or oy on active duty, so this covers the Army as far as constructive 
credit. 

Colonel Eeeieron. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson. 

Mr. Anverson. Does this proposed amendment—I haven’t had time 
to digest it thoroughly, but I would like to know whether this could 
possibly be construed to effect the transfer of anyone under any other 
provisions of ROPA excepting this one subsection pertaining to—— 

Mr. Minor. In clause (2), General Anderson, you notice that it is 
tied specifically to that clause. 

The section cited is 3853 (2), which is that 25-year-age provision. 

Mr. Rivers. Where is that? 

Mr. Anperson. I understand—— 

Mr. Rivers. Where is that located, what page ? 

Mr. Anverson. That is on the left-hand edge of our—— 

Mr. Rivers. I mean—you said 385? 

Mr. Minor. 3853 (2). 

Mr. Rivers. (2) : “All service as a commissioned officer” ? 

Colonel Brackett. No, sir. It is on column 1 of page 23, under 
3853. 

Mr. Anperson. I—— 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now. 

That is column 1—— 

Colonel Brackerr. Original law. It says, under 3853(2) : 


The numbers of years by which his age exceeds 25 years. 


That is the clause that it is being aimed at. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, I see; yes. 

Colonel Brackerr. In the original law, on column 1. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Mr. Anperson. I understand that the question really devolves 
around the paren in the second line. 

Mr. Minor. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Anperson. Does this restrict—does that paren strictly refer 
now only to this section, or is it possible that this can be inserted so 
that a officer who came under this provision—you see, it speaks of a 
class of officers, and the class of officers is determined by whether or 
not he is under this provision of the law. So we set up 1,000 officers, 
or whatever it is, in this provision. 
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Then it says: 


Notwithstanding any other provision of law, these people are deferred until 
such a time— 
and so on. 

So my question is whether or not that paren sufficiently modifies 
the course of service, so it won’t cross-react from other provisions of 
ROPA. 

Mr. Minor. I studied that question this morning, and the best that 
I can ascertain—and I think it is a correct answer—the effect of this 
would be to cover only those officers who are covered by chapter 363 
of title 10 of the United States Code, entitled, “Separation or Trans- 
fer to Retired Reserve.” 

Those are the general and permanent provisions of Army law re- 
lating to the discharge or transfer to the Retired Reserve of Reserve 
officers of the Army and were based on sections from the original 
ROPA. There is no other law in that chapter, except law from 
ROPA. There is one other section which is effective until 1960, deal- 
ing with transfer of certain officers, and that section is section 21 of 
Public Law 85-861, and it too was an original part of ROPA, but it 
was not a permanent part of ROPA and expires in 1960, at which 
time the permanent provisions in chapter 363 of title 10 would become 
effective. 

So it is our intention that this section cover only separations under 
those chapters and under that one section. 

Mr. Anperson. And that will not prevent their separation under 
other provisions, then ? 

Mr. Mrwnor. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. If there is some other reason that he should be 
separated, he can be separated, regardless of this fact that you state 
that no one in this class shall be separated ? 

Mr. Minor. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. Until he reaches age 60. 

Mr. Mrnor. And that is the reason we add those. It is because the 
only kinds of separation we are trying to save him from are those 
which are based solely on his age or on his length of service. 

Mr. Anperson. Now, may I ask 

Mr. Minor. And those are contained in one place. 

Mr. Rivers. Hestill has to get his fitness. 

Mr. Anverson. That is what I wanted to go in. 

Mr. Minor. Yes. 

We retain that by the language Mr. Slatinshek read, that this over- 
rides every other provision of law except section 1001 of title 10, 
which authorizes the Secretary to prescribe by regulation standards 
and qualification for the retention and promotion of members of 
the Reserve components. 

Mr. Anperson. And includes his physical and meeting his re- 
quirements for participation ? 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir. 

Colonel EacLeron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. And all that. 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Because we don’t want to put in a select group that 
has no requirement to participate. 
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Mr. Rivers. That is a good observation, General. 

Colonel Eaeirron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a good observation. 

Mr. Anperson. What is the relationship of this provision now to 
the WAC’s and the nurses and any people in that particular category ? 

Mr. Mrnor. Well, in effect, it goes back and gives them the pro- 
tection they would have had had the service been authorized—had they 
been allowed to continue and count all of their service from the 
beginning. 

Mr. Anverson. So this gives them the same protection as it does 
to anyone else. 

Mr. Mrnor. Well, it is the same type, yes, sir. It is the same type 
of a savings clause. Not precisely the same, because in that case 
the service was rendered under nonmilitary status, and then later 
changed to become military status, and this authorizes these people 
to count more military service than they would have counted. 

Mr. Anprrson. So this is applicable to the WAC’s and the Army 
nurses ¢ 

Mr. Minor. If they were in this situation, yes, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. If they happened to fall into this group that we 
are talking about. 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Putter. That will also apply to chaplains ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puitern. Asa matter of fact, it applies to all officers ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Now, may I ask what the result of this is likely to 
be? Because once again we are addressing ourselves only to the 
equity to the individual, to assure him that he gets 20 years of service. 

Now, that could conceivably be accomplished at age 45. Could 
the result of leaving, that is, of rewriting this section instead of 
taking it out altogether, as I would prefer to do, be that we will be 
throwing out lieutenant colonels and colonels at the age of 45, when 
they will have had 20 years of service after age 26 ? 

Mr. Mrnor. No, sir, this won’t require anybody to be thrown out. 
This merely says that if at the time some other provision of law re- 
quires his digcharge or transfer, then this provision becomes effective 
and saves him from that discharge or transfer, until he either gets 
his 20 years of service or becomes 60 years of age. This would not 
intervene until all other provisions of ies had applied. 

Mr. Anperson. Now, under what circumstance, then, will you use 
this 3853¢ Could you give mea typical case ? 

Mr. Minor. Well, I think a typical case would be the officer who 
was appointed at age, say, 36 to 41. 

(Colonel Eggleton nods.) 

Mr. Minor. And who was, we will say, given 11 years’ constructive 
service, the difference between his age of 36 and the age of 25, and that 
officer would be given only 17 years actually to accomplish 28 years 
of service under ROPA, which would leave him 3 years short of 
qualifying for title III retired pay. This provision would give that 
man the very minimum of 3 more years in which to get this, pro- 
viding he didn’t reach age 60 before. 
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Mr. Anperson. You don’t think that it is going—it could be uti- 
lized in such a way as to be throwing out majors, lieutenant colonels, 
and colonels ¢ 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. This provision would not even come into play 
until all other provisions of law had operated. This is strictly a sav- 
ings clause at the end of his career, to save him from being—— __ 

Mr. Anverson. You say about the amendment, but I am talking 
about the provision that you are amending, 8853, subparagraph (2). 

Mr. Minor. This would override the provision we are amending. 

Mr. Anprerson. What! 

Mr. Minor. I mean this would override 3853. 

Me Anperson. Well, it is 3853, subpargraph (2), that I am talking 
about. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. So—— 

Mr. Minor. With respect—— 

Mr. Anverson. This is not a savings clause. If we took it out, all 
of the officers would be more secure. 

Mr. Mrnor. It would affect a larger group; yes, sir. This only 
affects the group who were appointed before ROPA and are pre- 
vented by (2) 

Mr. Anperson. You are talking, again, about the amendment you 
propose, and I addressed my question to the —— 

Mr. Minor. I am sorry. 

Mr. Anperson. To the basic law, 3853, subparagraph (2). 

I think Mr. Slatinshek understands my question. Patou he can 
answer. 

Mr. SLatTrInsHEK. Yes, sir. 

What you are saying is, in the future will this result in forced attri- 
tion of relatively useful officers? 

My answer to that, General Anderson, is simply that it all depends 
on the procurement and commissioning policy of the Army in respect 
to the Reserve. 

In other words, if they commission Reserve people after ROPA at 
ey advanced ages, the answer to your question must necessarily be 
“Yes. 

On the other hand, if they follow through with a procurement policy 
which would commission people at rather useful ages in these special- 
ties, it would work out nicely. 

So it is a matter of administration. 

Mr. Rivers. Say the Congress should permit the Defense Depart- 
ment to cut down the size of the Reserve and the National Guard, then 
it might affect them. How would that affect them, the size of the mili- 
tary generally ? 

Mr. StatrysHeK. I don’t believe there is a relationship between the 
two. 

Mr. Rivers. No relationship ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEeK. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It wouldn’t affect them at all? 

Mr. StatinsHex. No. 

Mr. Rivers. What about moneywise, appropriations? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Money, of course, is always important in relation 
to the Active Reserve groups. 
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‘But what General Anderson is concerned with is this forced attri- 
tion which will become effective on whatever date the committee 
détermines. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. And he is particularly concerned with this con- 
structive feature, constructive credit feature. ‘ 

But he only answer we can give to the general on that is, of course— 
of course, it is a matter of administration. von 

As I understand it, the Army is commissioning people at more 
youthful ages now than they did during World War II. This prob- 
lem we have is basically because of the procurement policy which 
necessarily existed during World War Il, when people were com- 
missioned at 45 and ages of that kind. 

That doesn’t exist today, generally speaking. 

Mr. Anperson. Almost all of our argument, as I pointed out yester- 
day, has been addresesd to attrition, in order to reduce the numbers in 
certain grades, and I would ask to what extent the Army can control 
the numbers that you will have in various grades by their control 
over prescribing the standards. 

If you have more for promotion or for retention, for example; if you 
have more lieutenant colonels than you want to keep, is it not within 
the capability of the Secretary to set up more stringent standards 
for retention or for promotion, so that the attrition rate in any grade 
that he should choose could be substantially raised ¢ 

Colonel Eacteton. That is possible, sir. 

As I mentioned the other day, he does now have the authority under 
this section 1001 to establish criteria for promotion, and also he has 
under the same authority the authorization to prescribe requirements 
for retention. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, that is—— 

Excuse me, General. 

That right of the Secretary to set out the requirements is basic— 
that is basic for all categories of officers, Regular and Reserves. I 
don’t know how we could alter that. 

Mr. Anverson. I am trying to develop the fact that I don’t agree 
at all with the testimony that the Secretary gave yesterday, that such 
a potluck provision as 3853, sub (2) is at all necessary in order to secure 
attrition, Dessiins it takes out a section of people, regardless of whether 
they are the best people or the poorest. And my position is going to 
be that we ought to take this out entirely, rather than to accept this 
amendment. And I wanted to develop the fact that if they want to 
secure attrition, there are within the means of the Secretary adequate 
means that I know he is going to use to secure whatever level of 
attrition he wants, and that those means can be utilized by the Secre- 
tary to attrite the least efficient members, insofar as his procedures are 
success ful—— 

Mr. Rivers. Well, I say—— 

Mr. Anperson (continuing). Can be used to attrite the least 
successful. 

Mr. Rivers. He can do that now. 

Mr. Anperson. He can do it. And since he can do it and will be 
able to do it even more effectively—and he will do it more effectively 
under ROPA when it becomes effective, when he sets up selection 
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boards and the man is passed over twice—all the fine language that 
the Secretary gave us yesterday about needing a provision like this 
in order to secure attrition and renew all of the Reserve doesn’t carry 
a bit of weight as far as I am concerned. 

General Strauss. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. AnpErson. Somebody wanted to reply. 

Colonel Brackxerr. Well, there is one thing that each Secretary 
can do if they consider it wise, and that is they can increase the num- 
ber of points required for retention in an active status, up to a maxi- 
mum of 50, subject to the approval of the Department of Defense. 
That, of course, is a matter of wisdom and judgment. 

Now, the provisions that the Army and the Air Force have for weed- 
ing out people who have over 20 years of satisfactory service of course 
would not affect these people until they got 20 years of satisfactory 
service. 

Does that make the point clear ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Colonel Bracxertr. The point there ? 

Mr. Anverson. Of course it does. But there are many provisiens, 
and I was only mentioning one or two here, by which the Secretary, 
who, based his sole support for this section on the requirements for 
attrition, didn’t try to justify that it was fair, that it was equitable, 
that it would give us any better units than we have otherwise, and 
whether or not we take this amendment, that still doesn’t go to the 
basic question as to whether we are setting up a better Reserve by 
adopting it. 

And I say if the Secretary wants to attrite, he has plenty of other 
means by which he can attrite the least qualified, the least efficient of 
our officer corps, and actually acquire the same end as he was talking 
about yesterday, without such a haphazard, blackjack method of get- 
ting rid of people as is proposed in this subsection. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I have developed all of the points I needed 
to at this point. 

I would like to say that I see no reason for including this subsection, 
that the amendment that is proposed of course largely makes it in- 
operative for the next 6 or 7 years, and that this committee, if they 
leave it in, is going to be faced with additional problems later, aris- 
ing from leaving it in. And I hope that the committee will take it out. 
If they don’t, this amendment, in effect, nullifies it and maybe saves a 
little face for the Army. 

But my position is still going to be predicated to some extent upon 
what action we take with respect to the final date, because unless we 
defer that to 1963 or 1965, I would feel that I would have to fight this 
provision even more strongly. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, of course that is going to be everybody’s right on 
the floor. Ofcourse that is understood. 

Mr. Anperson. I am not talking about the floor. [Laughter.] 

I think this committee will be able to arrive at a fair decision. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, that is what we are trying todo. We don’t bind 
your hands at any point. We don’t even try. 

Now, Mr. Van Zandt? Do you have anything? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. I have one question. 

I am still searching for inequities. 
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I have a memorandum here which points out one to me. It says: 


Certain Reserve officers of the Army who were on active duty and who were 
released from active duty by the Army during the past few years in the impend- 
ing operation of section 3853, and who have perhaps left the program because of 
it, cannot be saved by the compromise. As to these it will create an inequity. 

That is what we are trying to eliminate here. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, people who have been r.i.f.’d, or whatever you 
want to call it—attrited—already—it is going to be our purpose to 
try to pick up every segment or every category ? 

Mr. Suat.NsHEK. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Would this amendment affect anybody who has already 
been attrited ? 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. It would be prospective only. 

Mr. StatinsHek. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Prospective. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question that might 
clear this up. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. You know most of the releases from active duty that I 
know of have not been for this reason. In fact, none of them have 
been released on attrition. They could not have been, because that 
does not go into effect until next—— 

Mr. SLatTiInsHEK. 1960. 

Mr. Bray. The first day of July a year from now. Isn’t that cor- 
rect ¢ 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Of course someone might have quit the program in antic- 
ipation of that. But will you correct me if I am wrong in this, 
Golonel 

Has there been anyone—for the record, has there been anyone on 
active duty, a Reserve officer, r.i.f.’d because of this section 3853 (2) 
of title X, United States Code? 

Colonel Eceteron. Mr. Bray, Major Carter is here. He is the 
active duty authority, and he can respond to the question. 

Mr. Rivers. Give the reporter your name and your job and every- 
thing, Major. 

Major Carrer. I am Major Carter. 

Mr. Rivers. Major. 

Major Carter. The Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Person- 
nel. 

Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Milton mentioned yesterday, with the enact- 
ment of ROPA, we initiated a long-range vitalization program, and 
part of this program was to screen all Reserve officers then on active 
duty and to release from active duty at the end of their 3-year cate- 
gory which they were then serving, those who could never qualify for 
active duty retirement prior to reaching the maximum age or prior to 
completing the maximum service for their grade as specified in ROPA, 
whichever might apply to them. 

In the operation of this program some 2,000 officers were released 
from active duty. Some of these were released because they could not 
make 20 years active Federal service prior to completing the maximum 
years of service as specified in this section. 
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Mr. Bray. Major, they were released from active duty, and this 
amendment we are considering now—correct me if I am wrong—is 
directed not to those on active duty ; is that correct ? 

Major Carter. That is correct, sir. 

This is aimed primarily at the officer not on active duty. 

Mr. Bray. It is aimed entirely at those not on active duty? 

Major Carter. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Not primaril ; is that correct ? 

Major Carter. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Bray. Now, those that you released from active duty—— 

Mr. Rivers. Wouldn’t have been saved by this amendment anyway. 

Mr. Bray. Wait a minute. 

But those relieved from active duty still retained a Reserve com- 
mission. You have not taken away their Reserve commission or re- 
tired them, have you, because you merely released them from active 
duty? Because it would apply to sometime in the future. 

Major Carrer. No, sir, they would not have been released from the 
Reserve or transferred to the Retired Reserve because this section does 
not yet apply. However, they might have dropped out because they 
could see it coming. 

Mr. Bray. You see, there could be a situation arise in this manner, 
then: An officer who was on extended active duty, and in checking his 
record you saw he would never be able to finish 20 years—you could 
have released him from active duty, which had nothing to do with 
this amendment we are talking about here now. Then he might in 
turn have dropped his commission ? 

Major Carrer. That is correct. 

Mr. Bray. Because of anticipation of what was going to happen. 

Now, have I got that situation correct? 

Major Carter. Yes, sir, I believe you do. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Yes. 

Now, Major, suppose that he did not drop his commission. So 
today, then, he is a srevtioe officer, and we will say he could be either 
active or he could be standby or he could be retired ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, let me ask you—Secretary Milton said this yes- 
terday, Mr. Van Zandt, that there were a group of officers in this 
program who, looking to the statute and looking to the day this be- 
comes effective, said, “It is just as well for me to get out now. I am 
going to get out now because 2 years from now I will be older, and it 
will be harder for me to get located,” and everything connected with it. 

(Mr. Van Zandt may 

Mr. Rivers. They threw in the sponge. 

Now, we can’t take care of that group. 

Mr. Mrvor. Mr. Chairman, they would be protected if they are 
still Reserve officers. 

Mr. Rivers. I am not talking about that. 

Mr. Minor. If they got out, then there is no protection. 

Mr. Rivers. If they are still Reserve officers, this does protect them. 

Mr. Mrwor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We can’t come back and take up a group that just said, 
“T Jost interest in it.” They wouldn’t qualify anyhow. 
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Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman, I think these people Mr. Van Zandt 
refers to comes in two groups. Let’s assume they were released from 
active duty under the provisions—that is the anticipated provisions 
of ROPA. They still held their Reserve commission. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Colonel Borrr. Now, we have had correspondence from these peo- 
ple. I say they came in two groups. One group just threw up their 
hands. The other said they wanted to keep on duty. They will be 
salvaged. But the man who did it on his own free will and accord, 
there is no salvage for him. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. In other words, they are no longer Reserve officers. 
They might hold their commission, but they are not actually Reserve 
officers because they are not participating. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a need point, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. I would like to mention one further thing. 

The Air Force had a similar situation, and in that case many oflicers 
enlisted in the Air Force Reserve in anticipation of their inability to 
remain an officer and complete their 20 years of satisfactory service. 
So they are now finishing up as enlisted men. 

Mr. vies. As master sergeants. 

Mr. SiatinsHex. Well, ¥ rmal enlisted grade they could obtain. 

Mr. Rivers. And a lot of them in the Army, too. <A lot of them 
in the Army, too, Colonel Brackett. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. But it wasn’t in anticipation of their 
elimination because of any 25 years. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, anybody who is still—we are going to apply it 
to whom it applies to. Anybody who got his Reserve commission 
— who is keeping up his Reserve requirements, this thing will 
salvage. 
ritinal Brackett. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler ? 

Mr. Wampter. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, in view of General Anderson’s opposition, I 
don’t think we ought to vote on this in his absence. 

We can’t meet tomorrow because members have expressed a desire 
not to convene again until Tuesday. 

A lot of members of the committee would like to finish this be- 
fore— 

This is off the record. 

What is the pleasure of the committee? How many want to meet 
on Monday ? 

Colonel Boyrer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Count. 

Colonel Boyer. Off the record. 

Mr. Rivers. This is off the record, Sam. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. We want to accommodate everybody that is affected. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, you could have a tentative draft of it 
before the convention. You probably wouldn’t have time to vote 
it out, but you could have it pretty well in mind. 
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Mr. Rivers. We are all in the same boat here. We are all around 
the table. 

How does it affect you, General Strauss? 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, the National Guard would like to 
support the ROA’s request. We think they ought to be present 
when you are considering the rest of the sections of this bill. 

Mr. Puirer. I think, Mr. Chairman, you should defer further 
consideration until all parties can attend the hearings. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee ? 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Postpone it for a week. 

Mr. Rivers. Why don’t we just postpone it until after we get back 
from the convention ? 

This is off the record. 

(Further discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. I want this back on the record. 

This morning, in our canvassing those who had gotten the green 
light from his boss—don’t you represent Mr. Finucane? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, six. 

Mr. Rivers. I told you yesterday to be in on the discussions, you 
remember ? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Were you? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. I have discussed this draft that was 
presented this morning. Mr. Finucane approves it for the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

Mr. Rivers. So it is in your shop, too? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have I overlooked anybody ? 

Mr. Wameter. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask one question here. 

In my absence I didn’t get this straight. General Anderson made 
the statement here a little while ago, in deleting this particular phase. 
I wondered if the ROA and National Guard and such have had a 
chance to reply in response to his way of thinking on that particular 
deletion. 

Mr. Rivers. He is just against any compromise to that section. He 
wants it out. 

Mr. Wamrter. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. That is his position, I understand. 

Mr. Wameter. Well, have they expressed themselves? Did I miss 
an expression from them ? 

Mr. Rivers. This is their amendment. They all worked this out 
themselves. 

Mr. Wameter. Is that right? 

Mr. Rivers. They worked it out themselves. 

Mr. Wampter. Fine. 

Mr. Rivers. You weren’t here when we discussed that. They worked 
it out. 

Mr. Wamp er. Fine. 

Mr. Rivers. Am I right on that? 

Captain GreenBacker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I want to ask the Coast Guard—I got a letter from 
Hughes—wasn’t it Hughes? 

Mr. SiaTtInsHEK. Yes. 
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Mr. Rivers. I had written him. And I see Commander—— 

Commander Garner. Garner, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, Garner. 

Have you had any developments—— 

Commander Garner. Nothing except the Commandant has received 
your letter, sir, and the ad hoc committee was put in session by him 
yesterday, today, and tomorrow, doing its best to come up with a 
recommendation. 

Mr. Rivers. We will give him a little more time, during our 
recess, 

So we will recess, subject to call of the Chair. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

(Whereupon, at 10:55 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscoMMITTEE No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, June 30, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order, please. 

Now that all of our 

This is off the record, Sam. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Back on the record, Sam. 

Mr. Slatinshek, now where were we when we adjourned ? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. At our last session, Mr. Chairman, we were on 
page 33 of the committee print, and we were on line 11, beginning 
with section 3853, the section having to do with computation of years 
of service. 

The question immediately before the committee at that time was 
whether or not to adopt this section, which would change the existing 
law on the subject by eliminating from the existing law that subsec- 
tion which prescribes and provides constructive service for individuals 
in the Army, that is, individuals who are commissioned at an age 
above age 25. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, didn’t we have an amendment that was 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That was practically agreed on by all the services as 
well as the civilian invitees whom we have sitting around the table ? 

Mr. SuaTINsHeK. Yes, sir, we had that amendment. We had the 
language prepared in a special meeting. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Wilson is out there. 

Colonel, were you in on that? 

Colonel Wirson. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You know about it, don’t you? 

Colonel Wirson. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. You represent the Air Foree—— 

Colonel Witson. Association. 

Mr. Rivers. Why wasn’t Colonel Wilson invited ? 

General Srrauss. This was an Army problem. 
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Mr. SiatinsHEeK. Well, basically this isan Army problem. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, I see. 

Mr. SuatinsHEK. The Army section having to do with constructive 
service. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. This is peculiar to the Army alone. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. A similar section is not provided for 

Mr. Rivers. Anything that affects Colonel Wilson’s shop, I want 
him invited. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Any affected group, and also Mr. Finucane’s shop. 
Because we want to work these things out the best we can. 

Mr. SuatrnsHek. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. We are going to move this week. I want everybody 
to understand that. We are really going to move this week. It 
wouldn’t surprise me if we finished it. Because—— 

Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

[| Laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think we have enough people here this morning 
to vote on that, unless there is unanimous agreement. Is that what 
you asked me about ? 

Mr. StatinsHEK. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. This is the section to which I take exception. I 
mean: 

Mr. Rrvers. General Anderson has a motion he wants to make, 
and I would like to have more people for a discussion on his motion. 

Mr. StatinsHEK. Do you want it to apply to this also, Mr. An- 
derson ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. No. In this case, Mr. Chairman, I would be satis- 
fied simply to vote against the substitution of this provision in 
lieu of -—— 

Mr. Rivers. Now, let’s understand exactly what we are doing. 

We have agreed—lI mean there has been agreement among the serv- 
ices and civilian representatives that the affected services—does that 
include the National Guard? 

Mr. SiaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The National Guard—of the Army and of the Na- 
tional Guard who were commissioned before ROPA—— 

Mr. SuatTinsHeK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Before ROPA, would not be affected by the construc- 
tive—what is that—25-year—— 

Mr. StatrnsueK. Constructive service feature contained in 3853. 
In other words, if the operation of that section would serve to deprive 
them of the opportunity to complete their years of satisfactory service 
for title III retirement—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is the word I wanted. If it would deprive them 
of their capacity to finish their 30 years—— 

Mr. Minor. Tens years. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Twenty years. 

Mr. Rivers. I mean 20 years—it would not apply to those who were 
members prior to the enactment of the original Reserve Officers Per- 
sonnel Act. 
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Mr. StatinsHeK. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that right, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Minor. That is correct, sir, with the additional requirement 
that they had to maintain satisfactory service during that time. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, it is assumed; yes, and we want the record to 
indicate, in case there should be a construment of the intent of Con- 
gress, that, of course, like in all of the personnel, there have to be 

tness reports, and their work has to be satisfactory. 

Colonel Brackett, is that correct ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You represent the Department ? 

Colonel Brackert. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And, Mr. Minor, you are his lawyer? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, as our lawyer, what do you think 
of the situation ? 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Yes, sir; I think it is a very satisfactory com- 
promise. It doesn’t change the Army section, and yet it takes out 
the adverse effect that the committee was concerned with. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, we don’t have enough to vote on it. That isa 
very important thing. We can’t vote on it right at the moment. 

Mr. Anperson. May I ask one more technical question ? 

Now, you propose to insert this amendment as a new section? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

aa Anpverson. Then you also must propose, then, to change title 
5083 ¢ 

Mr. Minor. It would delete clause 30 on page 33 completely. 

Mr. SuiatrnsHeK. The issue is whether to accept clause 30 in H.R. 
5083 or leave the language in 3853 as it is today. However, with the 
savings provision that the chairman called attention to. 

Mr. Anperson. So that we have actually two questions that stand 
together, and if it were parliamentary, the motion would have to be 
to strike 3853 of H.R. 5083 and insert the present provisions—— 

Mr. Rivers. Read the amendment that was worked out. 

Mr. Mrnor. The proposition would be to delete lines 10 through 23 
on page 33 and insert this new section at the end of the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes; I understand. 

Mr. Minor. That is where it was the other day. We had a tech- 
nical section. 

Mr. Anverson. He said the same thing as I did. 

There are two things involved. One is to reinsert the old 3853 
and the other is this provision. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Asa matter of technique, Mr. Anderson, we would 
not reinsert 3853. It is existing law. What we would do is simply 
qualify a portion of that by the insertion of a new section. 

Mr. Rivers. You amend existing ROPA law, which goes into effect 
when we have decided about it. 

Mr. SLATINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We haven’t got to that yet; have we ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. No, sir; we haven’t decided whether to change 
the effective date of that general provision, which also is connected 
with this. 

Mr. Rivers. Can’t you get somebody else here ? 








2324 


Mr. Suarmsuex. Yes, sir. If you will excuse me, I will go out 
and try to get some more members. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson, I believe in order to make the record clear, then, 
this could involve—the question could be divided. The first one, of 
course, is the deletion of section 8853, with the understanding that the 
amendment proposed would be inserted in its place. 

I would like to be able to vote against the deletion of 3853 of H.R. 
5083. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, you can by 

Mr. Anperson. And then vote for the amendment if my motion fails. 

Mr. Rivers. You can’t do that parliamentarily. You either vote 
for it 

Mr. Anpverson. Well, it is a question that can be divided, because 
in effect we have before us H.R. 5083. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we have a new bill before us. 

Mr. Anperson. Don’t we have H.R. 5083 in front of us? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes; but that amends—5083 amends existing law. 

Mr. Anperson. So we have before us H.R. 5083, and in effect the 
counsel has said that we will move to strike lines 11 to 25 

Mr. Rivers. And insert in lieu thereof. 

Mr. Anperson. And insert in lieu thereof. 

Mr. Rivers. You can’t separate the motion ¢ 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Chairman, it would not be an insert in lieu thereof, 
because the proposed compromise would be a section at the end of the 
bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh. 

Mr. Anperson. A new section. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a new section. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. So it is a divisible question, and I would like to be 
able to vote against striking 

Mr. Rivers. No. Where does this thing go, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Minor. The new section ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Minor. It would go at the end of the bill. 

The thing we have to do, if the compromise is accepted, is to delete 
any reference in 5083 to section 3853. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t strike anything when you make the new 
section. 

Mr. Minor. Well, you would have to, because there is a proposed 
new 3853 in the bill we have to get rid of in order to retain the old 
one and enact this additional savings clause. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we will put that motion, then. You can do that, 
then, Mr. Anderson. 

The motion is? 

Mr. Anperson. There are two questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. So I would like to vote against striking this, and 
then 

















Mr. Rivers. All right. The motion is—you got that? 
Mr. SiatTinsHEK. Yes, sir. The motion is whether or not—— 
Mr. Rivers. I know, but—— 
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Mr. Minor. The first motion would be to strike out lines 10 to 28 
on page 33. 

Mr. Rivers. You have it! 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Read the motion. 

The motion is by the chairman. I will make it. 

Mr. StattnsurK. The motion is by the chairman. 

Strike out the language in H.R. 5083, beginning at line 11—— 

Mr. Minor. Ten. 

Colonel Boyer. Line 10. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Ten, excuse me 
substitute in lieu thereof 

Mr. Minor. No. 

Mr. Rivers. No. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Excuse me. 

General Srrauss. Period. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. That is it, period. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t do anything, because you put that at the 
end of the section. It is understood we have another amendment 
taking place. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, I just got here. What page 
are we on ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Page 33. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Page 33. 

Mr. Morris. Page 33. 

Mr. Rivers. This, Mr. Morris 

You gentlemen who have come in late, the plan is to make or to put 
a new section at the proper place in the bill, to take the place of that 
which we are now striking from the bill, and the contents of the 
amendment will be to that agreement that they worked out between 
the services before we adjourned last week 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Wherein the pre-ROPA people will be taken care of, 
because they didn’t have notice, and those who had notice would not 
be exempted from the provisions of this act, giving the pre-ROPA 
the opportunity to get in their 20 years, or 60, whichever is earlier. 

Mr. Wampter. What section, Mr. Chairman, would this insertion 
be made in? 

Mr. Minor. It would be at the end of the bill, Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Rivers. We will get the proper parliamentary motion and at 
the proper place in the bill. 

Now, what page will that go on, Mr, Slatinshek ? 

Mr. StatinsHek. That would go at the end of the bill, as a sav- 
ings clause. 

Mr. Rivers. A savings clause. 

Mr, StaTINsHERK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Good. 

Now, you have heard the motion. The motion is that we strike, on 
page 33 

Mr. StatinsHeKk. Clause 30. 

Mr. Rivers. Section 30, line 10, to and including line 23. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. At the end of the period. 





and ending with line 23, and 
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As many as favor the motion will say aye. 

(Chorus of aye’s.) 

Mr. Rivers. Opposed ? 

Mr, ANDERSON. No. 

May I ask, Mr. Chairman, that I be recorded as voting no? 

Mr. Rivers. The motion is carried. 

General Anderson asks that his vote be recorded as “no.” 

The amendment is agreed to. 

The next section ? 

Mr. StatrnsuHek. Mr. Chairman, may we at this point vote on the 
inclusion of this new substitute, or this savings clause? We can add 
it, of course, technically, at the end of the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. All ri ht. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. However, since we are on the subject, I think it 
would be well—— 

Mr. Rivers. At the end of the bill? 

Mr. Minor. End of the bill; yes, sir. 

General Srravuss. End of the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. What page would that be? 

Mr. Minor. We have several sections that would go at the end. It 
would be an unnumbered section. We will have to number them when 
we get the bill completed. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

At the end of the bill, at the proper section, the amendment will go. 
Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. StatinsHek. The language would read: 


Notwithstanding 


Mr. Rivers. We want the record to show that this is a savings 
clause to that section which we have just stricken from the bill, and 
the action now, and in its proper place, is on the amendment, making 
a savings clause to that amendment which is stricken. 

Now you read that section. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. The language would read as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, except section 1001 of title 10, 


United States Code, the discharge or transfer to the Retired Reserve (because 
of his age or length of service) of any Reserve officer of the Army who— 


(1) was originally appointed as a Reserve officer before the enactment of 
the Reserve Officers Personnel Act of 1954; and 
(2) but for the operation of section 3853(2) of title 10, United States 
Code, could have completed 20 years of service computed under section 1332 
of that title; 
is deferred until he completes that amount of service or until he becomes 60 
years of age, whichever is earlier. 


That is the end of the section, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. I have just explained the amendment to the members. 
Is there any question on the amendment ? 

Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor the amendment will say aye. 


Opposed, no. 
Mr. Rivers. In the opinion of the Chair, the aye’s have it and the 


amendment is agreed to. 
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Now, Mr. Slatinshek, make the proper notation and give the amend- 
ment the proper number and its proper place in the bill. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, the next section, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. StatinsHek. The next section is clause 31. 


want. 363 is amended by adding the following new section after section 
“§ 3854a. Transfer from an active status of certain officers of Army National 
Guard of the United States 

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a Reserve officer who is a civil- 
ian employee of the Army National Guard and who is under 60 years of age, 
may not be removed from an active status without his consent, because of any 
provision of this title, except for physical disability or cause or because of fail- 
ure of promotion to the Reserve grade of first lieutenant or being twice passed 
over for promotion to the Reserve grade of captain, major, or lieutenant colonel. 
A vacancy may be specially created, if necessary, to give effect to a mandatory 
promotion of an officer covered by this section.” 

This clause, Mr. Chairman, would add a new section, 3854a, to 
title 10, to authorize the retention in active status of a Reserve officer 
who is a civilian employee of the Army National Guard until age 60, 
except in the case of pliveieed disability, cause, or failure of promo- 
tion to a Reserve grade below colonel. 

I would like General Strauss to address himself to this proposed 
change. 

Mr. Rivers. General Strauss, the committee will hear your ex- 
planation of that. 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, before we enter into the explana- 
tion of this section, I would like to have the committee give some con- 
sideration to passing over consideration of this section at this time, 
for this reason : 

There is an identical provision in the Air Force title concerning the 
Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. 

Now, we feel that in respect to civilian employees of either the 
Army National Guard or the Air National Guard they should be 
treated alike in the States. Whatever is done here would have a bear- 
ng naturally, on the Air National Guard. 

have taken the liberty 

Mr. Rivers. Is it your feeling that whatever we do for the Army 
should be done for the Air Reserve as well ? 

General Srrauss. No, sir, I didn’t mean to convey that opinion. 
But in this particular provision we are dealing with civilian em- 
ployees of the National Guard, be they Army Guard or Air Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Strauss. We feel that that should be uniform. 

Mr. Rivers. You feel that that should be uniform. 

General Strauss. Only that at this point. 

Mr. Rivers. Whatever action of the committee is taken, we will 
make it for each guard ? 

General Srravuss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, let me ask you this: 

We consider both of those? 

General Strauss. I would like to see the committee wait until this 
comes up in the Air Force title and then deal with it at that time. 

Mr. Rivers. We can deal with it now. 
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General Srravuss. Well, for this reason, Mr. Chairman: 

I have requested General Strait, who is the wing commander, who 
is a guardsman and also who represented the Air Force Association 
before this committee during the general statements—— 

Mr. Rivers. You mean from New Jersey ? 

General Strauss. From New Jersey—to appear in behalf of this 
particular clause when it appears in the Air Force title. 

General Strait is unable to be here today. He can probably be 
here tomorrow or Thursday, if you so desire. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask you a question. 

If we were to enact this section as written and apply it equally to 
each guard, would it in effect defeat the philosophy of rapid, more 
rapid and orderly promotion of the young officers down the line, and 
keep in position men who could phone tare 3 be of another vintage and 
really apply to people who—in other words, apply to some older 
fellows who really shouldn’t have special legislation ¢ 

General Srrauss. I believe this, Mr. Chairman: I do not believe 
the enactment of this section as proposed would prevent the pro- 
motion of anybody within the ponte 

Mr. Rivers. You said without his consent he couldn’t be moved ? 

General Strauss. Because of the particular type of position these 
people fill. They are civilian employees and they have a dual capac- 
ity and responsibility. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, if you—I don’t want to embarrass you, and if I 
do, it is not intended, because that is not our mission. 

If you were a junior officer down the line in some of these States, 
this thing would affect you vitally, wouldn’t it? 

General Strauss. As a junior officer. Not a civilian employee of 
the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Both. 

General Strauss. It would not affect me. 

Mr. Rivers. It would not affect you at all? 

General Srravss. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Would it affect you as a junior officer and as a civilian 
employee ? 

yeneral Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you have many of those ? 

General Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you think this section is fair to those people ¢ 

General Srrauss. Well, the reason that we are proposing the section 
is to gain some fairness for these people. 

Mr. Rivers. I am talking about the young officer. 

General Srrauss. The young officer who would be a civilian em- 
ployee is the one we are trying to protect in this section. 

Mr. Rivers. What about the older officer? You are not trying to 
protect him ? 

General Strauss. The older officer also. 

Mr. Rivers. You are trying to protect his billet. 

General Srravss. But it is the man who we must secure as a civilian 
employee and who also is an officer in the guard that we are trying 
to protect. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, say he didn’t want to be moved. Say he lost 
one of his positions and didn’t want to be moved. Then what? 
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General Strauss. Well, this is peculiarly up to the State, Mr. Chair- 
man. The State can discharge him from his civilian employment or 
discharge him from the guard. In either event, he would no longer 
be under the section. 

Mr. Rivers. That is why you don’t want it to apply to the Reserves ? 

General Srravuss. Well, the Army Reserve does not at the present 
time have civilian employees like this, but the Air Force Reserve has. 

Mr. Rivers. And you can’t speak for the Air Force Reserve ? 

General Srrauss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are not contemplating speaking for them ? 

General Strauss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, your position is—and, of course, since you 
sent for General Strait, we will have him here—therefore, the posi- 
tion of your organization is that these, being State employees on the 
Federal payroll, hired by the State, just like the unemployment group, 
hired by the State—— 

(General Strauss nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Unemployment officers all over the country are hired 
by State people and paid by Federal funds—— 

(General Strauss nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. That they are in effect State employees ? 

General Srrauss. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is your position ¢ 

General Strauss. Yes. We believe them to be State employees. 

Mr. Rivers. And you would rather for the contents to be “may not” 
instead of “shall not,” so the Governor may move when he gets ready # 

bec Srravss. No, sir; I don’t think that has anything to do 
with it. 

The section here would just provide that such employees could not 
be removed from an active status by virtue of being promoted out. 

Mr. Rivers. It doesn’t say itcannot. It says, “may not.” 

General Strauss. Well, “may not” is used in the imperative sense. 
That is prohibitive, in other words. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t say what it is. I don’t think “may” is as strong 
as “shall.” 

General Strauss. According to the code, I think that is correct; isn’t 
it, Jim? 

Mr. Rivers. What about that, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Puitein. That is permissive language. That isn’t mandatory. 

Mr. Minor. In title 10 of the United States Code, which this would 
amend, there is a peculiar definition of the word “may.” It says “may” 
is used in a permissive sense. The words “no person may” means that 
no person is required, authorized, or permitted to do the act authorized. 

So the words here, that “a civilian employee of the Army National 
Guard may not be removed,” means that no person has the authority 
or permission to remove him from an active status. 

So I think General Strauss is right in essence in what he says here. 
What they mean is that no person can legally remove one of these 
people—— 

Mr. Rivers. Not even the Governor. 

Mr. Minor. Not even the Governor, for any reason except the rea- 
sons outlined in the section. 

General Strauss. Now 
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Mr. Minor. Whether the question of the Governor—that, of course, 
would raise a constitutional problem. Whether or not we could even 
legislate on that problem I am not prepared to state at this moment. 
That is a separate question. 

Mr. Morris. When you use the word “may” in the positive sense, 
it is discretionary. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. But when you use it in the negative sense, it is manda- 
tory. So when you say a person may do this, that is discretionary. 
But if you say he may not bee it, then that is mandatory. 

General Strauss. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. Denial of permission is what it is. 

Mr. Rivers. If we are going to get legal, we are going all the way. 

Mr. Putian. Let me a one question. 

If that be true, why did you not use the words “shall not” ? 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I say. 

Mr. Morris. That would make it even stronger. 

Mr. Rivers. We will leave it like it is. 

(Mr. Slatinshek confers with the chairman. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Fridge, did you want to speak for the Air Force 
in this matter pertaining to the Air National Guard? 

Mr. Friver. Well, sir, I have some thoughts, if you wish to discuss 
it, as you are doing, on this particular section as it pertains to the Army. 

First, you asked the question if this would affect senior officers who 
are not in the civil employ or the State employ. It is my opinion 
that this provision would affect all junior etn for the principal 
reason that many of the technicians in the civil status would remain 
in the system under the protection of this clause and the higher grades 
would become pretty well saturated with the civilian technicians. 

My interest in this Army provision is that I feel that the Air Force, 
National Guard, and Air Force Reserve system, should closely parallel 
that for the Army. Hence, the Air Force is op to this. We 
would not feel that extension beyond the normal attrition periods, 
which the law prescribes, is in the best interest of a young vital Air 
Force. 

Mr. Rivers. How are we going to protect our on-board technicians ? 

Mr. Fringe. Well, just what Nf you mean by how are we going to 
protect them, Mr. Chairman 4 : 

Mr. Rivers. How are we going to keep them from being r.i.f.’d by an 
act of the Congress ? 

Mr. Frince. It is true that under the present law, at age 52, 53, or 54, 
they would be separated from their civilian employment and their 
ass} ent to the unit. 

r. Rivers. Now, the representatives of the Army and people have 
spoken to me from the Air National Guard that these people are 
indispensable to mobilization. What do you think of that? | 

Mr. Friner. I think they are certainly essential to mobilization as 
long as they are, let’s say, of useful service, and we have within our 
discussions here I believe determined that we do not desire to maintain 

ple in the system beyond age 53, 54, or 55, somewhere in there, 
under the other retirement provisions of ROPA. 
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I feel these same provisions should apply to the air technician. 
Otherwise, we will retain a select few as air technicians in the units 
which will not be extremely desirable on mobilization. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I—— 

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. 

Did you have some questions ¢ 

Mr. Pui. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I would like to make some remarks on this subject here, 
which I am becoming increasingly alarmed over, a condition that we 
are going to be confronted with in a very few years. 

I wish you would follow me, Mr. Secretary, and see if I am correct 
in my analysis of this situation. 

Today it applies to the Air Force Reserves. 

Many times we are inclined to think of technicians—I think of that 
as your enlisted men, that is, the man that keeps, in my case, the tanks 
running and in your case, the airplanes and your radars—— 

Mr. SuatrnsHEK. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. Your tech sergeants and master sergeants and men of 
that. kind. 

Now, in the Air Force Reserve—I am pointing this out, and I want 
to get your opinion on this, General Strauss, to see if we may not be 
creating « Frankenstein that will be impossible to cope with within 
the foreseeable future. 

Now, as long as it applied to your technicians, as we call it, I can 
go along pretty far with you. Now, does this apply to your squadron 
commander, or can it apply to your squadron commanders and your 
wing commanders ¢ 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. All right. 

Mr. Friner. If they are air technicians. 

Mr. Bray. All right. 

Now, I want to ask you a question : 

Assuming 

Mr. Rivers. Wait. 

May I interrupt there ? 

Do you have any of that status now / 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. In the Air Reserve we do have squadron com- 
manders and wing commanders who are Air Reserve technicians in the 
Federal civil service system, this portion being in the Air Reserve, 
and in addition in the Air National Guard we have State technicians 
who are State employees, who are squadron commanders and wing 
commanders. 

Mr. Bray. That is what alarms me. 

Mr. Rivers. It alarms me. 

Mr. Bray. May I pursue this one step further / 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t want to throw you off the track. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Assuning John Smith is a squadron commander in the Air Reserve. 
Then let’s say for reasons—maybe physical disability or some reason 
they did not want him to remain, the military, the proper authority, 





says, “You shall not remain as squadron commander.” 
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Then unless the civil service agreed, he still would remain in his 
ha service status. A squadron commander would be—what, a 
S-12? 

Mr. Fringe. A GS-13. 

Mr. Bray. All right, a GS-13. He would still be in that unit, on 
the payroll asa GS-13, but yet he would not be a squadron commander ; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Frivce. That is correct, in the Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Bray. All right. 

That is what I am pursuing now. 

If we created a F rankenstein there, let’s don’t continue it any 
further. 

Mr. Frmer. You didn’t create this Frankenstein, Mr. Congress- 
man. This isan agreement between the Air Force and the Civil Service 
Commission. 

Mr. Bray. All right, then. I don’t care who created the Franken- 
stein. Maybe that is an improper word. But here you are going to 
have a man in that unit on the Government payroll that is not a mem- 
ber of the military, and who is going to command the unit if this man 
is still holding a GS-13 and drawing the pay of a GS-13? If he isa 
civilian and has no military connection, he certainly cannot exercise 
the power of military command. 

Mr. Fringe. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Then what have we produced then ? 

Mr. Frince. This is one of the problem areas that has been created 
by the creation of the air technician plan which we propose to discuss 
further with the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Bray. Well now, until—you see the situation ¢ 

Then let’s say they put in another man. I am going to pursue it 
further. Say they put then Mr. William Doe in as commander, and 
this other man is still on the payroll as a GS-13. How much is that ! 

Mr. Rivers. That isa top civilian: 

Mr. Frivee. I don’t know. 

Mr. Bray. How much pay does he get ? 

Mr. Frinee. I can’t answer. 

Mr. Rivers. $9,000. 

Mr. Bray. Whatever it is. 

All right, let’s say $9,000. 

Then if he is not the commander—do you need any GS-13’s in a 
squadron that has no duties ? 

Mr. Frivee. I wouldn’t think so, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Bray. All right. 

Then William Doe becomes commander. Then you are paying two 
GS-13’s in there, aren’t you ? 

Mr. Fringe. No, sir; you couldn’t do that. You couldn’t have—— 

Mr. Bray. Then you don’t pay the new man at all? 

Mr. Frince. He could be paid in his Reserve status, but couldn’t 
displace the other man in the civil service system. The first man 
would still be in there. 

Mr. Bray. What would he be doing if he wasn’t the squadron com- 
mander ? 

Mr. Frivce. Well, he would still have the civil service job as squad- 
ron commander but would not be assigned in the military unit as 
squadron commander. 
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Mr. Bray. That reminds me of something of the early commissar 
situation in the Russian Army. They finally gave up. And we are 
creating a situation—now, General Strauss, I want to call attention to 
what might happen in the guard. If the Governor couldn’t fire the 
man, which I believe someone stated here a moment ago he couldn’t, 
you are going to create the same situation in the guard. 

I can see that for your noncommissioned officers, the people who do 
not have the authority of command 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s see what he has to offer. 

Colonel Dickens. Sir, I am familiar with the air technician pro- 
gram as it was coordinated in the Department of Defense. It is a 
requirement that the individual have dual status. First, he must 
satisfy the qualification to become a member of the Reserve unit. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Colonel Dickens. And secondly, he must satisfy the civilian quali- 
fication. 

Mr. Rivers. Right there—— 

Mr. Bray. That is at the beginning, yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now. 

Colonel Dickens. When he loses the military qualification, he then 
has to be moved out of the civil service job. 

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now. Is that your agreement between the Air 
Force ? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And the Civil Service? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Fridge, isthat your agreement ? 

Mr. Frivce. That isn’t my understanding of the agreement. 

Mr. Bray. No, it isn’t, and that is what I don’t like about this. 

Colonel Dickens. We will have to look into this, sir, but it is my 
understanding. 

Mr. Rivers. Where did you get your information ? 

Colonel Dickens. From the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
Dr. Valdes is the-—— 

Mr. Rivers. And he tells you what you told us? 

Colonel Dickens. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. That is at variance with what the Secretary under- 
stands. 

Mr. Fringe. It sure is. 

Mr. Rivers. Check that. 

Colonel Dickens. We will have to check that for the record. 

Mr. Rivers. That is important. 

Mr. Bray. I checked into this. And I heard about it yesterday. 
I called this morning on the matter. This is the way I understand 
the Civil Service is going to state. 

Then you have to convince the Civil Service. You relieve a man 
from command. His superior leaves the command without much 
reason. We can’t have the military get into the position of a debating 
society. The military says, “You are not going to command any 
further.” And that is final. But there you have to get the consent 
of the civilian service. 

Mr. Rivers. Why don’t we do this—— 

Mr. Bray. And you have years of appeals and one way or another, 
that you do not have in the service. 
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Colonel Dickens. That is correct. He stays on the Federal civil 
service register, and they have to find another position for him, But 
he moved out of that position. 

Mr. Bray. What if there isn’t any other civil service job for him? 

Mr. Rivers. He is out. 

Colonel Dickens. He is out. 

Mr. Friver. This is the crux of the issue. 

Mr. Bray. Well 

Mr. Frinee. If I may interrupt. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Friver. What he is saying is true. They will have to find him 
another civil service job. But this present condition exists right now 
in our Reserve units, wherein we are bringing people in the system. 
This may get complicated. But we also agreed that no civil service 
employee at the present Air Force installation would lose his job by 
virtue of implementation of the air technician plan. 

Let’s take the case of a GS-10 who has such and such a job. We 
make that an air technician position. We can’t fire this GS-10 simply 
because he doesn’t want to become a part of the Reserve unit. So he 
stays in his position today, which is called a blocked space. 

We still have 20 percent of our air technician people being in these 
blocked spaces. 

Now, the Civil Service Commission is supposed to find them other 
jobs, and they are doing it. But this is taking years. So—— 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say that man isa radio technician. 

Mr. Frivce. All right, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Let’s say he is a tank mechanic, or an expert in elec- 
tronics. But I am talking about your squadron commander, who has 
a peculiar qualification. He probably is not an electronics expert. 
He probably shouldn’t be. But then when it comes that they have 
no place for him to command a squadron—say there is just simply no 
place else for him to go. That is why, as long as you have these 
scientifically trained enlisted men or even warrants, 1 can see how it 
can work out all right. But when you get to the place of affecting 
commands, I think you have pipanded it far too far. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you finished ? 

Mr. Bray. I have finished. 

Mr. Rivers. What I want to ask is this: Mr. Bray has brought up 
a very important question, and it has worried me. 

Why couldn’t we, if we decided to retain this—and I feel that we 
ought to hear your representative tomorrow (addressing General 
Strauss). Of course you didn’t tell us about it before. There wasn’t 
anything keeping him from being here today. But since he is coming 
tomorrow, we will let him testify. 

But why couldn’t we put a provision at the end of this—listen, Mr. 
Bray—if we keep it, that no provision of law shall be construed to 
retain any individual whose dual status has been altered ? 

General Strauss. Mr. Chairman, I think you ought to consider for 
the moment that all the discussion—and I firmly believe this to be a 
fact—all the discussion, all the bogies that have been raised by the 
Department of Defense witnesses, be they Army or Air, at this point, 
run to the Air Force Reserve civilian technician program under Civil 
Service and not tothe Guard program. 
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Mr. Rivers. Well, we are taking up the Reserve. We have the whole 
business now before us. 

General Srrauss. But there is a distinction, Mr. Chairman, and we 
don’t have this same trouble on the Guard side. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, let’s apply it to the Guard and to the Reserve, 
that nobody shall be permitted because of his status being changed to 
block his removal if they got a better man for it. I mean he will not 
be retained by law. 

General Strauss. Well, nobody is being retained by law on the 
Guard side. 

Mr. Bray. General, just a moment ago some witness testified just 
before this that the Governor could not fire—the Governor as com- 
mander in chief could not fire this man. 

General Strauss. We don’t agree with that, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. Who was it that said this ? 

General Srravss. This point was raised by Mr. Minor behind me. 
He is raising a constitutional bugaboo that doesn’t exist as far as we 
are concerned, because since this law was enacted in 1955—relax for 
a minute, Jimmy. Since this law was enacted in 1955 you have had a 
savings provision very similar to this for the Air National Guard. It 
was Public Law 115, back in 1955, which this committee passed at that 
time, and there has been no trouble in any State caused by the question- 
ing of the Governor’s authority to either discharge a member of the Air 
National Guard or to kick him out of his civilian employment in the 
Air National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek—— 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Mr. Chairman. 

Do you have any case in the whole country where the Governor has 
tried to remove a man and couldn’t do it under the provisions that you 
are talking about ? 

General Strauss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Is there any question in your mind that he couldn’t if 
the man resisted ? 

General Strauss. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What about you, Mr. Minor? Now we will hear from 
you. 

Mr. Minor. I think this whole problem goes back to the fact that the 
Governor is the initial appointing authority of all National Guard 
officers. 

So far as Federal law is concerned, this section as written here 
would prevent anybody from removing this man from an active status. 

I think there is some question of what the Governor could do if this 
section were enacted. Iam not sure he could remove him. 

Now, I don’t want to argue with General Strauss about it, but it is 
a question 





Mr. Bray. We can by legislation make it no question that the 
Governor can remove him. 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, what we are losing sight of here 
is that when an officer is discharged from the Air National Guard, he 
doesn’t lose his active status by virtue of that discharge. He reverts 
tothe Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 
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General Srravss. And his active status is up to him, if he wants 
to get the points. 

Mr. Minor. He couldn’t be in the National Guard technician pro- 
gram if he were transferred out of the National Guard. 

General Srrauss. That is correct. So the Governor can either dis- 
charge him from the commission in the Air National Guard, which 
puts him in the Air Force Reserve, or if he felt he wasn’t qualified to 
continue as a civilian employee in the Air National Guard, he could 
kick him out. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Minor, do you agree that the Governor can fire 
that man? Let's say he is a squadron commander or whatever he is 
and has a civilian status too. Can he fire him from both of them? 

Mr. Mrwnor. I think that is where the complication on this comes in. 

Mr. Bray. Can he or can’t he? 

Mr. Minor. I can’t answer it “Yes” or “No,” Mr. Bray, I am sorry, 
for this reason: Even assuming that the Governor can fire this man 
from his State appointment ai thereby get him out of the guard, as 
General Strauss says, he is immediately transferred to the Reserve, 
and the question then comes up, Is he still a technician under this sec- 
tion and can he be removed from an active status ? 

Mr. Bray. That isa very important matter. 

Mr. Minor. I think that is a question that this doesn’t answer. 

Mr. Rivers. We are not going to drift along and leave a lot of acts 
of omission, like was done in the original act. 

Now, let’s come to some decision and decide whether or not we are 
going to have it so the Governor may remove him. We are talking 
about this mandatorily now. We are now talking about this as per- 
missive. 

General Srravuss. I know of a case already, Mr. Chairman, in my 
own home town where a squadron commander who was a technician 
was removed not only from his civilian employment, as a civilian em- 
pee of the Air National Guard, but discharged from the Air 

ational Guard, and he is now a squadron commander in the Air 
Force Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. He didn’t elect to question his civilian status, did he? 

General Srravuss. No. There is no question involved as to his 
civilian status, as long as the Governor has the authority to hire and 
fire a civilian. Now, this doesn’t say anything about hiring and fir- 
ing asa Civilian, not at all. 

fr. Rivers. If it won’t hurt, let’s prepare an amendment to put 
that, so we will clarify the Governor’s authority. We don’t want to 
take any chance on the status of the Governor being affected by its 
federalization. 

Mr. SuiarinsHeK. I want to point out that the language in here 
addresses itself to a Reserve officer who is a civilian employee. There- 
fore, of course, if the man has lost his civilian status by virtue of the 
Governor’s action, this section would not apply. So there is no 
problem. 

I would like to point that out, also. 

Mr. Rivers. That is only for attrition. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Yes, sir. We are only really concerned here with 
the question of whether or not we should exempt this particular group 
of people from the attrition factor in ROPA. 
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Now, the administration—the hiring and firing of these poopie’ I 
recognize the problem that Mr. Bray has raised, but it would appear 
to me that this is basically an administrative problem, that the civil 
service requirements for the particular jobs that are involved should 
as a part of the job qualification require a dual status, or require a 
Reserve officer status, and in the event they lose that status, per se, 
they would immediately lose their civilian job. 

Mr. Bray. I realize that, Mr. Slatinshek, certainly. 

But I did inquire, and I do know that Civil Service has stated that 
they will set up—roughly, this is the fact: that they will set up the 
methods of discharge, that may not agree with the military methods 
atall. Am Iright in that, Mr. Bridget 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. All right. There it shows that they have a different 
viewpoint from them. 

Mr. Rivers. Now—— 

Mr. Bray. May I finish the sentence? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes; excuse me. 

Mr. Bray. Now, if we can write in this legislation a clause, and 
apply it every place, that as soon as a man loses his military status on 
the job, calling it on that day, exactly at that time he loses his civil 
service or State—loses his technician qualification. Now, if we can 
write that in there, it is very fine. But I do think that should be done, 
because I see what is going to happen in a few years from now. 
Because the Civil Service has already taken a view that is different 
from what I believe everyone on this committee believes. And I do 
know the Civil Service is being quite adamant in their ideas. And I 
believe we should write legislation into this, that if the man is in the 
guard, when he is relieved by the military from the job that calls for 
that technician, he immediately loses his technician status, whether it 
is under the State or the won Hs the Government through the Civil 
Service. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Brackett, what do you have to say about this? 

Colonel Brackerr. Well, I would like to speak, as long as the issue 
has been opened, for both the Army and the Air Force. I would like 
to speak to the whole issue, if I may. 

It is true that the bill that went to the Bureau of the Budget con- 
tained the savings clause for Air Reserve and Air Guard technicians. 
It did not contain a savings clause for the Army Guard technicians. 
The Army has been bitterly opposed, for reasons of their own, which 
they may wish to speak to, to such a savings clause. 

The Air Force did have it in the bill, but when it was knocked out 
by the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of Defense, in reviewin 
it, supported the Bureau of the Budget in knocking this thing out an 
have reasons which they have stated here and which can be entered 
into the record. And the Air Force has reconsidered this, at consider- 
able length, since it has been deleted from the particular bill. 

Mr. Rivers. You mean all the months that you all looked into this 
thing, then as soon as the Bureau of the Budget changes you changed 
your position ¢ 

General Strauss. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that what you are telling us? 








2338 


Colonel Brackett. We have gone into it a little bit further; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Colonel Bracxerr. And we feel that there are some very inherent 
dangers in the particular savings clauses as they are at the present 
time. 

Furthermore, the number involved who would be affected im- 
mediately is extremely small. I can’t speak to how many it would 
be, but it would be only a mere handful of the 1,500 officer technicians 
in the Air Force and the 2,400 officer technicians in the Army. But 
we think this problem is extremely complicated and should require 
a great deal more study on how it should be handled, as to taking 
care of these individuals and handling the whole program. The 
whole program is a relatively youthful program. We think it might 
be very wise, therefore, for the committee to defer any action on any 
savings clause as it pertains to air technicians at the present time. 
You could, if you chose to, enjoin the service to come up in due time 
with a solution to the problem that may be better. But this is not 
something that needs to be handled immediately. And it would 
seem to me that wisdom would prescribe that we do not do anything 
about this particular provision at the present time. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, what do you think about that? 
you know the old saying, that “Justice delayed is justice defeated.” 

Mr. StatinsHeK. The question as to whether or not this particular 
group of personnel should be exempted from the attrition features is 
something I have no personal opinion on. 

In respect to the question Mr. Bray raised, I feel that we can 
properly guard against this contingency that he raised by adding a 
new section at the end of the bill, with lehpanes specifically directed 
to the situation. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, since it doesn’t affect—as the general said, I 
don’t see how it would hurt anything. Do you, General? 

General Srravss. No, sir. I would like to monitor, in all the pre- 
paring of this section. 

+] Rivers. If you monitor it too much, you might hold us up too 
much. 

General Strauss. No, I won’t hold you up. 

Mr. Wrvsteap. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rivers. I think it is agreed right here amongst all of us that 
we don’t want to proscribe the Governor’s authority to remove any- 
body. General Anderson, you are in the Reserve, and you are close 
to the Governor, too. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You know about that. You can’t cut the Governor’s 
arms off. 

General Srrauss. If this provision would proscribe his authority, 
then the committee has already proscribed his authority in the act 
of 1955. 

Mr. Rivers. That is exactly right. 

General Srravss. It is the same as it is there, except that we have 
already taken care of attrition for service in grade in this one. 

Mr. Rivers. So whatever mistakes they made in 1955 we are going 
to change now. 
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General Srravss. So far as facing up to this problem now, Mr. 
Chairman. And justice delayed is justice defeated. I am in hearty 
agreement with that statement, and the fact that we should face up 
to it. 

The reason for facing up to it is because—I will be very honest with 
you. This is a tremendous recruiting device for civilian employees 
of the National Guard, both Army and Air. If we have to go to a 
young officer, that is, second lieutenant, first lieutenant, and captain, 
and say, “We would like to have you be a civilian employee in a 
very responsible position in the Guard, but 7 years from now when 

ou come up for promotion, you may be kicked out, and if you are 
ucky enough to get by that one, because you are promoted and be- 
cause you are good, 7 more years passes by and because you are good 
again, you get kicked out and—get promoted, but kicked out, then 
how in the dickens are we going to get the proper kind and proper cali- 
ber of officer to fill this position? You just can’t do it. 
Me Rivers. You take the converse of it. Say he just loafs on 
the job. 
eneral Strauss. Then he is removed by the Governor. 

Mr. Rivers. He is not removed by the Governor if he is in the 
Reserve. 

General Srravuss. No. That is why we have to separate the con- 
sideration of this question. We have to look at the guard on one side 
and the Air Force Reserve on the other side. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, the savings clause would say nothing shall 
perverse the Governor’s authority to remove a man for reason. 

e might say he doesn’t like the color of his eyes. 

General Strauss. Right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So how is it going to hurt? 

General Strauss. Well, if the chairman has in mind adopting this 
particular provision and then putting a savings clause in later on, we 
certainly agree. 

Mr. Winsteab. Does the Air Force approve of that ? 

Mr. Rivers. What about that? We still take care of your Reserves. 

Mr. Fringe. I am not in favor of adopting this savings clause, as 
I expressed earlier. 

r. Rivers. You mean you do not favor keeping the Governor’s 
authority—— 

Mr. Fringe. Yes, sir. We are talking about two separate things. 
In regard to this clause that the committee considers placing at the end 
of the bill, I concur. 

This has not had Air Force staffing, but this is my own opinion. 

Then on the separate subject which we started out talking about, 
which is the savings clause for the Air National Guard technicians 
beyond the retirement age, whether it be 52, 53, or 54, I am opposed to 
this savings clause. 

This is the thing that General Strauss is in favor of, the savings 
clause, on the basis that they need this as a recruiting system to keep 
people in the system. 

I don’t know how many jobs in this country people are given con- 
tracts in excess of 7 years or 14 years for. People at periodic times 
come up for evaluation as to whether they stay in the system. 

Mr. Rivers. He is out if he is not promoted. 
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Mr. Fringe. No, sir; he is out if he is promoted, which is the bad 
thing about this particular 

General Srravss. He is also out if he isn’t promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. He can’t win. 

Mr. Winsteap. You mean he is out? 

Mr. Friweez. No, this isn’t exactly right. He is out if he is promoted 
above the grade that is authorized for that position, is that correct, 
General Strauss? 

General Srrauss. The section is designed to provide protection to 
this particular civilian employee only if above the grade he is au- 
thorized in the unit, and also designed to provide that he will not be 
retired for service in grade, which is 28 years for lieutenant colonels 
and below, and 30 years and 5 years in grade for colonels. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

General Strauss. If he is twice passed over, it specifically states in 
here that he will be removed from active status. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SuatinsHeEK. I think a pertinent consideration for the com- 
mittee is the number involved. I think General Strauss could provide 
us the numbers of personnel involved, if they were given this par- 
ticular exception. 

General Strauss. Mr. Chairman, we are talking about—in the Army 
National Guard, there is a total authorization of 2,548 civilian em- 
ployees, opposed to approximately 36,000 Army National Guard ofli- 
cers, or less than 8 percent. 

In the Air National Guard we are talking about 1,165 officer-type 
civilian employees, opposed to approximately 8,500 Air National 
Guard officers. I haven’t worked out that percentage. It is a ve 
small percentage, but a very important one as far as we are concerned. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, does any member—— 

Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. St. Georce. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is only one thing that 
disturbs me about that. 

General Srrauss. Seven percent on that last one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Sr. George. I think we ought to clear up the position of Gov- 
ernors. I think we can open the door to a great many complications 
due to the division of the authority between the Governors and the 
Civil Service Commission, one as against the other. 

I would be in favor certainly of spelling out the Governor’s author- 
ity. I think that is the whole difference with the guard. You might 
just as well destroy the guard, otherwise. 

Mr. Rivers. You might. 

General Strauss, we are going to let you bring General Strait here 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. Get all that additional information 
youcan. We may resolve this. 

Colonel Brackett, we might resolve this. Because we have our re- 
sponsibility, too. 

Is there any question on this or any other amendment ? 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one other thing. 

I would like, if agreeable to meet this problem, to have amendments, 
or perhaps suggestions put at the end of the legislation, that would 
make it crystal clear that when a person is relieved from his military 
job, that calls for that civilian technician appointment, whether it is 
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by the Governor or whether it is by the Federal authority, that he 
would exactly at that time lose his technician. 

Mr. Rivers. What about promotion ? 

Mr. Bray. Well, let’s clarify this here first. That is the thing 
that worries me. This other matter can be changed. My mind is not 
exactly clear on what should be done on that. But I sure don’t want 
any people holding a civil service or State employment for military 
reasons if they are not filling that military slot. I do want legisla- 
tion that will absolutely taken care of that. 

Now, I believe there is no danger of that in the matter of the State. 
I know there is danger of it in the Federal, because I have already 
asked enough questions to find out. The Civil Service does not agree 
that the military—relieving a man from his command does not make 
it mandatory that they relieve him. I can see you can have a dual 
commissar situation here. And I do want legislation, an amendment 
at least to present to this committee that will make this absolutely 
clear. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, would you work on that ? 

Mr. Fringe. That is being done. 

Mr. Bray. And also General Strauss and Colonel, you, too, to make 
it clear so that there can be no doubt about this. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Colonel Eggleton, we haven’t heard from you. 
This doesn’t affect the Army Reserve, does it ? 

Colonel Eacteron. Not the Army Reserve, sir, but it does affect the 
Army National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you want to say something? Aren’t you here repre- 
senting them, too? 

Colonel Eccieron. Yes, sir, lam very happy to. 

Mr. Rivers. Don’t you want to say something? Because we don’t 
want to cut you off, either. 

Colonel Eaciteron. Thank you, sir. 

As Colonel Brackett pointed out, sir, the Army has not sought this 
legislation. It was not in the original DOD bill for the Army Na- 
tional Guard or the Army Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. It was not in the Reserve ? 

Colonel Eccieron. No, sir. 

General Strauss. Only in the Air. 

Colonel Ecerireron. It only applied to the Air National Guard. As 
a matter of fact, this position fins not even been staffed within the 
Army Staff. The National Guard Bureau has not recommended this 
change to the Chief of Staff. 

Mr. Rivers. The National Guard Bureau is against it, but the Na- 
tional Guard Association is not ? 

General Strauss. I would like to speak to that. 

The National Guard Bureau is not against this provision. 

Colonel Eccieron. I didn’t say they were against it, sir. I said 
they had not recommended this change to the Chief of Staff through 
military channels. 

Mr. Rivers. They are not for it ? 

Colonel Eaeieron. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. They haven’t recommended it. 

General Strauss. I will be happy to have General Wilson, the Act- 
ing Chief of the National Guard Bureau, over here to testify in be- 
half of this. 
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Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, you get all the affected people here 
tomorrow. Weare going to resolve this thing. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s 

Colonel Eccteron. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Anybody else who has anything to say on this subject ? 

Mr. Wrinsreap. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Fridge. 

Mr. Free. Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify one point that 
arose earlier in reference to the action that the Civil Service Commis- 
sion is supposed to take, to indicate that Colonel Dickens and I are 
in complete agreement. 

It is true that the Civil Service Commission is required to find 
the man a job, but as Congressman Bray has pointed out, if the 
squadron commander, GS-13, loses his military position, he still 
retains his GS-13 job until such time as the Civil Service Commis- 
sion can find him another job. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Now, Mr. Slatinshek, you contact the Civil Service Commission 
and see if we cant get somebody over here tomorrow who can speak 
for the Commission. 

Mr. SuaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So we won't be shooting in the dark. 

Mr. SLaTINsSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, who else do you need? You don’t all need the 
GAO in case he gets paid ¢ 

Mr. SuatinsHeEK. No, sir. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I do not think—the colonel there 
had 

Colonel Ecateron. I have a few more points here, if I may. 

Mr. Morris. I think he was cut off. 

Colonel Eacteron. May I continue, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Jolonel Eaeiteton. The Army finds that we have over 20,000 tech- 
nicians employed by the Army National Guard. Of these it is esti- 
mated that well over 2,000 are commissioned officers. In fact, a 
prerequisite for employment with the Army National Guard is that 
the technician be a member of the unit with which he is employed. 
This we feel is a sound policy because it ensures that when the unit 
is deployed or sound, if the officer is effective and of a useful 
enough age, the unit itself will be more mobilizable and fully pre- 
pared to perform their functions. 

Mr. Rivers. That.is exactly what we want. 

Colonel Eecteston. We must remember that these officers are mem- 
bers of units with which they are employed and they are expected 
to be fully mobilizable and capable of full service in time of emer- 
gency. 

Thus we can see there are several reasons why the Army must 
oppose this proposal. 
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We think first it is bad from a morale and equity point of view. 
We would have officers in the same unit subject to a double standard 
for elimination: The majority, for length of service, and the pre- 
ferred few who are employed as technicians only subject to age 60. 

It will impair our mobilization readiness. These officer technicians 
are in most cases battalion and higher unit staff officers. They must 
be young enough to withstand the rigors of training and combat, 
as Secretary Milton has mentioned before. 

It appears unfair to the unit, to its members and to the Reserve 
components, to recognize by law that battalion or regimental staff 
officers at age 60 can perform effectively in combat as certainly is to 
be required and demanded of them. 

Our experience has been exactly the opposite to this situation. 
Secretary Milton told you that during World War II, one of the first 
actions required was to relieve officers of age 60 from command slots 
and put in younger officers. 

This proposal would also provide a higher grade position for those 
promoted under the mandatory unit promotion system, yet the posi- 
tion to which promoted will be higher than that authorized for the 
vacancy or for the position that the technician holds. 

This, too, is unacceptable. It extends preferential treatment to 
too large a group, some 2,000, at the expense of others, who are just as 
dedicated and just as worthy Army National Guard officers. 

We feel that if this proposal is designed to insure continuous civil 
employment for officer technicians, this could be done by a change 
in the policy which requires that technicians remain as members of 
units. 

Enactment of this proposal, like that of extending the effective date 
of the length of service attritive provisions or deleting the age over 
25 from the computation of definition of years of service will serve 
only to defeat the cardinal purpose of ROPA, which is to insure a 
continuous vitalization of the Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. We already resolved that. 

Colonel Eaeieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We just finished that this morning. 

Colonel Eaeieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The only thing left for that now is the effective date. 

Colonel Eeeretron. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now we have not heard from the ROA. What about 
taking about 3 minutes to get your position. Who wants to talk, you, 
Colonel Carlton, or your assistant ? 

Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman, our position has been—first to get 
to the fundamental reason. The reason for these technicians is this, 
that you have to find a man that is qualified under two aspects: No. 1, 
he has the civilian background for the job, and second, that he has the 
military. 

So at our national convention a year or so ago we adopted a resolu- 
tion on the basis that is contained in this, for the Air Force. Well, 
of course, if we are going to give it to the Air Force, there is no reason 
why it should not apply to the Army. 

So our position has been that—the Defense originated them, that 
is for the Air Force. And since they supported it and we feel they 
had sound reasons for so doing, we have felt that it is a sound proposi- 
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tion, in order to build these units, because you must have the right 
man to fill the job. And that is our position on it. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, now, they changed their position. You said 
you went along with them because they approved it. Now they have 
ers You feel now you should change with them ? 

Colonel Boyrr. Well 

Mr. Rivers. You got to be in a pretty good position to change as 
fast as the services. 

Colonel Boyer. We do not switch positions quite that fast. 
[Laughter. ] 

And the Bureau of the Budget does not influence our thinking. 
[Further laughter. | 

The point is, though, that there could be abuses of it. I think some 
language at the windup as discussed here could eliminate that. 

Now under this mandatory promotion system, some of these people 
are going to be promoted out of those jobs. Of course, they could 
waive it for 3 years and at the end of 3 years they may be gone, be- 
cause this provides for pass-overs and so on and so on. 

I think that provision in there—if they are mandatorily promoted 
or offered a promotion at the end of 3 years, then they are taken. 

Mr. Rivers. The thing takes care of it twice ? 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir. 

(Mr. Slatinshek confers with the chairman.) 

Mr. Rivers. Now let us get down to the effective date of this thing. 
We are going to pass over this for the time being, until tomorrow. 

Mr. Slatinshek, this afternoon I wish you would address yourself 
to trying to get those people before us. 

Mr. SLaTINSHER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Get those people to help us. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I wish you would notify anybody—Mr. Van Zandt. 
Mr. Van Zandt is out of town again. 

Mr. StatInsHEK. Yes, sir; he is out of town. 

Mr. Rivers. I think—we would like to have as many as we pos- 
sibly can tomorrow. 

Now the question is on the effective date of this—— 

Mr. StatinsHexk. Attrition feature. 

Mr. Rivers. Attritive feature. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Attritive feature relating to service. The prob- 
lem has been before the committee and has been discussed at length. 
Mr. Anderson had a number of ideas on the subject which he has 
given voice to. 

Mr. Rivers. The Chair will recognize General Anderson for the 
purpose of making a motion. 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a motion, and 
then I would like to have the vote on the motion—I would like to have 
the question divided into two parts, for putting the motion. 

I would move that wherever H.R. 5083 has changed the effective 
date from 1960 to 1965, that in lieu of the words “after January 1, 
1960, each officer” —or after the words “July 1, 1960, each officer” and 
so on, we insert the words “after January 1, 1961, for nonunit offi- 
cers, and after January 1, 1962, for unit officers, each officer on an 
active status,” and so on. 
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The effect—perhaps the counsel has—— 

(Mr. Slatinshek confers.) 

Mr. Anperson. The counsel has prepared the language. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, you read the amend- 
ment, or General Anderson you may read it. It is your amendment. 
Whatever you want done. 

Mr. Anverson. I would ask 

Mr. Rivers. Is Mr. Slatinshek’s 

Mr. Anperson. I would ask, sir, that the dates as put out in sub- 
paragraph (1) be changed to January 1, 1962, and in subparagraph 
(2) on January 1, 1961. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Now, Mr. Slatinshek, explain to the committee what General An- 
derson proposes. 

Mr. StatinsuHek. This change—— 

Mr. Rivers. Listen to this. 

Mr. SuiatrnsneKk. This change here addresses itself to those sec- 
tions in ROPA which are scheduled to go in effect on July 1, 1960. 
They provide that officers will be severed or attrited at various points 
of service, depending upon their years in grade or total service. 

Included in this of course is a consideration which we had previously 
discussed relating to constructive service. 

Basically, the purpose of General Anderson’s amendment was to 
defer the effective date of this provision in respect to unit officers, that 
is officers attached to units in the Reserve and National Guard, until 
January 1, 1962. And it would also defer for 6 months the applica- 
tion of this provision in respect to all other officers, that is nonunit 
officers. 

The position of the Department of Defense is that the present date 
indicated in the law should remain effective, in other words July 1, 
1960. And before you vote on that, may I ask the Chair to give 
Colonel Dickens an opportunity to read a prepared statement that 
the Department of Defense would like read into the record at this 
point on this subject. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Colonel. 

Colonel Dickens. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Now give the reporter your name and whom you repre- 
sent. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes,sir. I am Colonel] Dickens, and I work in the 
office of Secretary Finucane, the Assistant Secretary of Defense, for 
Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve. 

This statement, I might add, I discussed with Secretary Finucane 
at length yesterday, and it also has the strong endorsement of Secre- 
tary Milton, and Mr. Fridge. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today to present 
the Department of Defense views concerning postponement of the ef- 
fective date for the implementation of the attritive provisions for 
length of service contained in the Reserve Officer Personnel Act. 
These provisions become effective for the Army and Air Force Reserve 
officers 5 years after the effective date of the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act or on July 1, 1960. Secretary Finucane has requested that I 
present these views to you. I would like first to review the Depart- 
ment’s position on this matter and then discuss some of the views of 
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other agencies or individuals advanced during the course of the hear- 


ings. 

th the first place, I would like to make it clear that the Depart- 
ment of Defense has never proposed the postponement of the effective 
date for the implementation of these attritive provisions. None of the 
numerous drafts that were processed through the Department of De- 
fense contains any such provision. We find only in H.R. 5083 a pro- 
posal for postponing for 5 more years the implementation of these 
attritive provisions for the Army and Air Force. 

Now what are these attritive provisions and why are — neces- 
sary? These attritive provisions parallel exactly those for the Regular 
Army and the Regular Air Force as contained in the Officer Person- 
nel Act of 1947. They require that Reserve officers of the services 
will be transferred from an active status upon completion of specified 
years of service and/or time in grade. Currently the maximum ages 
for Reserve officers, except general officers, are 58 for colonels and 55 
for lieutenant colonels and below for the Army; for the Air Force age 
60 for colonels and below. These ages are authorized for the 5-year 
period July 1, 1955-July 1, 1960. After July 1, 1960, the elimination 
of officers is based on length of service and time in grade the same as 
for the Regular estabilshment. For colonels the length of service is 
30 years or 5 years in grade, whichever is later. For lieutenant 
colonels and below the total years of service is 28 years without 
reference to time in grade. This means that assuming the average age 
for commissioning is between 21 and 25 years of age that after July 1, 
1960, the maximum ages for colonels will be 51-55 and for lieutenant 
colonels and below 49-53 years. These ages will apply to practically 
all officers. 

The attritive provisions were provided to. vitalize the officer corps 
of the Reserves and to provide for an orderly and progressive system 
of promotion and elimination. These objectives are quite sound and in 
fact they are included in the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 
as one of the main objectives of the act itself. There is full agreement 
among all concerned that these attritive provisions are necessary for 
the purposes stated. The area of disagreement is concerned solely 
with when these attritive provisions should become effective. 

This committee, after writing in these attritive provisions, pro- 
vided wisely that there would be a 5-year grace period, the same as 
had been given the regular components. Now what would happen if 
we further delay implementation? The first effect would be, of 
course, to delay the reductions of the overages in the Army and Air 
Force in the grades of major and lieutenant colonel. It was under 
the close questioning of Mr. Bray earlier in these hearings that it was 
pointed out that these overages would be reduced after July 1, 1960, 
when the attritive provisions contained in the Reserve Officer Person- 
nel Act become effective. 

Also, any delay in the implementation would aggravate the “hump” 
condition that exists now in both the Army and Air Force, which 
means the younger officers would be denied the opportunity for an 
orderly progression through the ranks. This could result in dis- 
couraging these officers from remaining in the program. 

More important, however, than the principles that I have enunci- 
ated above is the impact any delay in the implementation of these pro- 
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visions will have on mobilization readiness. The chairman has al- 
ready pointed out the lessons learned during the mobilization for 
World War II when Reserve units called to the colors spent the 
first few months weeding out overage-in-grade commanders so that 
the units could be effectively led during the postmobilization training 
period and be prepared for combat. 

Gentlemen, as you well know, we are not going to have as much 
time to get ready for any future emergency as we had during World 
War II. Now our Ready Reserve units must be capable of being 
mobilized and in many cases deployed within the first 6 months of any 
future emergency and as the years pass by even this length of time 
will be further reduced. We, therefore, cannot have in our units 
commanders of companies, battalions, squadrons, or battle groups who 
are 55 to 60 years of age. This is what we are talking about when 
you postpone the implementation of the Reserve Officer Personnel 
Act. Officers in this age bracket would be permitted to stay in our 
Reserve units. They are not mobilizable. We will be wasting money 
training them. 

Now, during the course of the hearings, it has been pointed out 
that one of the reasons for postponing the implementation of these 
provisions is that the change occurs in the middle of the summer 
training period and that, therefore, there would be a mass exodus of 
officers at a time when they are most needed for the proper conduct 
of Reserve training. Gentlemen, we have had 5 years to get ready 
to carry out these provisions. One year still remains. With proper 
personnel management, which I am certain our Reserves have, new 
commanders can be selected and given command in plenty of time so 
that there will be no need for any mass exodus of officers during the 
summer training period. 

The date of July 1, 1960, even though it is in the middle of the year, 
was wisely chosen by Congress for it is the end the retirement year 
for the vast majority of officers. It is also at the end of the fiscal 
year on which Reserve programs are based. This date has been used 
for planning purposes ever since the passage of the act and as Secre- 
tary Milton told you, many officers knowing that the provisions of the 
Reserve Officer Personnel Act would become effective on July 1, 1960, 
and recognizing that they did not have a chance to qualify for retire- 
ment because of this effective date, chose to get out of the Reserves 
altogether. If we change the date now, this would, of course, be 
unfair to this group of officers. 

Another reason advanced for postponing the date is that it will 
have an adverse impact on the Army’s Reserve components since 
these units are undergoing a reorganization. To this line of reason- 
ing I can only say that according to the current scheduled the re- 
organization in the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve 
will be nearly 100 percent completed by summer training of this year. 

Finally, a suggestion has been made to postpone the implementa- 
tion for unit officers only. Here the reasoning is that we must not 
disrupt the continuity of leadership of these units since the units 
are so vital to our mobilization. It is true that the Department con- 
siders the units most important in our mobilization planning. They 
must be ready to augment immediately the active establishment and 
be ready for worldwide deployment. However, the Department of 
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Defense strongly feels that to permit these units to retain officers 
in positions of leadership in the age group 55 to 60 is inviting a repe- 
tition of the same mobilization problems that the chairman referred 
to which we had in World War II when our first act on mobilization 
was to eliminate overage commanders. So the Department of Defense 
feels that if anything it is more important that these attritive pro- 
visions apply as soon as possible to the unit officers. In any event, 
there should be no differentiation between unit and nonunit officers. 

In summary, gentlemen, the Department of Defense feels that Con- 
gress acted wisely in adopting the same attritive provisions for the 
Reserves that are applicable to the Regular Establishment in the 
interest of vitalization and morale. We also feel that Congress acted 
wisely in providing that there be a 5-year grace period before these 
attritive provisions would become effective; the same period author- 
ized for the Regular Establishment. This grace period expires on 
July 1, 1960. Both the Army and the Air Force have based their 
personnel plans on this date. The plans of the individual Reserve 
officers have been governed by this date for the past 5 years. Gentle- 
men, the Department of Defense strongly opposes any postponement 
of this effective date. For your information, the Departments of the 
Army and Air Force concur in this position. The Reserve Officers 
Association, an association which has a close and intimate under- 
standing of the Reserve Officer Personnel Act, also concurs in this 
position. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, have you anything else to say? 

Mr. SrattnsHek. No, sir. Perhaps—Mr. Anderson had made a 
motion to the effect that the committee vote. 

Mr. Rivers. Iknow. But Lasked you. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions on the part of any members of the 
committee ¢ 

Mr. Winsteap. Did I understand his testimony, that the Reserve 
organization and the Army and the Air Force and all of them oppose 
this? 

Mr. Rivers. You heard the statement. 

Mr. Wiwnsreap. Is that his testimony ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. I would like to have him expand on at least that 
portion in which he referred to the Reserve Officers Association. 

Mr. Rivers. We are going to let them get in on this. I would just 
like the committee to discuss this. 

Mr. Bray. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. He said all the associations concurred in it. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Boyer, Mr. Winstead wants to propound a 
question to the Reserve Officers Association. 

Mr. Wrnsrteap. I understood from his testimony that you fellows 
concur in his statement ? 

Colonel Cartron. Yes, sir, that is correct, Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Is that all, Mr. Winstead ? 

Mr. Wiwnsteap. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray. 








a wt 











i il 








2349 


Mr. Bray. Colonel, I would like to ask you one question. You kept 
talking about the attrition—how important this was, the July 1, 1960, 
date. And you talked like the Army and the Air Force—the same 
provision applied to them, in that attrition on the constructive service. 

Mr. Rivers. You mean the Regulars? 

Mr. Bray. No, the Reserves. 

Now the Air Force does not have the constructive service phase in 
there at all, in ROPA, do they? 

Colonel Dickens. No, sir, they do not. That is correct. The Air 
Force does not have the constructive service provision. 

Mr. Bray. I am going back to your statement, in talking about 
this necessary attrition, that it is like ROPA. It simply is not. 

Mr. Rivers. I understood from your statement that your philosophy 
was applying to the regular branch—this philosophy applying to 
either Reserve or the Regular branch. Did you not say that? 

Colonel Dickens. That is correct. We will be both on the same 
provisions for elimination, the Regulars and the Reserves. 

Mr. Rivers. What is Mr. Bray alluding to? 

Colonel Dickens. Well, in the Army title currently 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a second. 

Colonel Dickens (continuing). Of ROP A, an officer is permitted in 
the grade of lieutenant colonel and below—they are permitted to stay 
until they are 55 years of age. That is the way the Army title reads. 
And for colonels only, it is 58, which is what I said in the record there. 

Currently the only age limitation now for the Air Force is age 60, 
as contained in the title. 

Now after July 1, 1960, both the Army and the Air Force will be 
the same. It will be age 60, that will be the maximum wage. How- 
ever, the governing provision will be length of service. These officers 
will complete 30 years of service or 5 years in grade, the vast majority, 
before they ever reach age 60. Do I make myself clear, sir? 

Mr. Bray. I understand that. 

But I merely for the record wanted to clarify it, because earlier 
in the record it was clarified, but now here your statement sounded 
like all of the attrition was being exactly the same. But there is a 
material difference. 

I am not trying to say there should not be, but there is a very 
material difference in the Air Force and the Army, in that you count 
against them constructive service. 

Colonel Dickens. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Bray. Between the time of age 25 and the time they were 
commissioned. 

Now one of the greatest objections have come to that part—not 
the age part—regarding the Army. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I am not going to make an issue of it, but it seems to me 
if it is such a good thing it ought to be good for both of them. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you finished, Mr. Bray? 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. Is the National Guard recommending this ? 

Mr. Rivers. They recommended the 6 months. 

Mr. WinsteapD. In your original ? 
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General Strauss. The National Guard recommends support of Gen- 
eral Anderson’s proposed amendment. 

Mr. Winsteap. The date that he gave? 

General Srrauss. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, how do you reconcile what your commander says ? 

General Srravuss. The date 1965 in the present bill was put in at 
the suggestion of the National Guard. The president of the National 
Guard Association indicated to the committee that in the event the 
committee did not care to extend for an appreciable period the date 
at which the attrition would become effective, that they would wish 
to have it go at least 6 months to get it out of the camp period. But 
they definitely support General Anderson. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Now, Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George, any questions ? 

Mrs. St. GrorGe. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. I will only take a second, Mr. Chairman. I would 
like to ask the ROA representatives on what basis they support the 
statement just made by the Army ? 

Colonel Caruron. This goes back a long way. Let me ask Colonel 
Boyer to answer that for you, Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Colonel Boyer. First, when we were mandated—when we were orig- 
inally mandated to get ROPA on the statute books, the mandate said 
that we would get a promotion under a provision of law that par- 
alleled OPA, the permanent promotion policy for the Regulars. And 
that is the only mandate we have had with reference to that. We have 
had a few with reference to the nurses and the WAC’s, but they were 
the only changes. 

The subject of extending this time came up in the Army section at 
our convention in Denver last week and it was defeated in the Army 
section, that we should not extend that time. 

So we have had this position all the way through. We think we 
are sound on it. And whatever the Congress decides to do we will 
abide by. 

Mr. Anpverson. I think I can clarify the position of the ROA a 
little beyond that of a blanket endorsement of what has just been 
stated. 

The count is a member of the staff and his expression of his posi- 
tion is his belief that the ROA supports this position on the badie 
of the mandate of some 5 or 6 years ago in which they were asked to 
generally parallel the provisions of the active Army. It is not a 
current mandate. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Anverson. It was taken up in the Army Affairs Subcommittee 
in Denver and was set aside on the statement that it was already cov- 
ered by a mandate which is the same mandate of 4 or 5 years ago. 

The only position—this refers only to the Army, and the only present 
position is an informal] one taken by all of the top officers of ROA for 
the Army section, which favors the amendment which I have 
proposed. 
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So that the top present Army officers of the Reserve Officers Asso- 
ciation favor the provision which I am here presenting, as do every one 
of the 25 Reserve division commanders. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, all we can say to that, General Anderson, is we 
have the representatives of the ROA here. They are the accredited 
representatives. Now we cannot rehash the convention. 

Colonel Caruron. No. Let me make a statement, though, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Despite the fact that I might have a right to, since I am 
a Minuteman, whatever that carries with it. 

But we do have the accredited representatives here. Without going 
into too much detail, we—— 

Mr. Anverson. I did not want to go into much detail. 

Mr. Rivers. You may respond to that, Colonel Carlton. 

Colonel Carutton. Mr. Chairman, what General Anderson said is 
true. There isa great feeling among a great many of the older officers 
in favor of this extension. 

However, this resolution was put aside in our ROA organization, in 
our Government. There is a law or a rule which extends—makes 
mandates continuing. In other words, we set out to get something and 
we never stop until we accomplish it. 

Now I would like to point out that General Anderson is the senior 
Army vice president of ROA, elected at Denver, and we are very proud 
of him and respect his views. 

In this matter, we are coming—we are in the twilight of a campaign 
that we have been carrying on for 5 or 6 years. We are just about to 
accomplish it. There are many aspects to this bill which are subject 
to debate and are always debated whenever you get a group of Reserve 
officers together. 

But nevertheless I could think that our mandate is valid and our 
position is sound on it. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you anything else, General ? 

Mr. Anverson. I would like to ask the representative of the Army 
if he feels that our units are getting overage, that the officers in our 
units are getting overaged ? 

Colonel Eeeieron. I have estimates of the average age of unit 
officers, sir. I will read them off to you. 

Mr. Anperson. I do not think we need to take that much time, Mr. 
Chairman. But in discussing this with representatives of the Army, 
I got the impression that our units are rather below the—the average 
age of our unit officers is below that of nonunit officers. 

And I am concerned and my reason for proposing the amendment is 
that primarily our job is to assure that we have effective units and I feel 
that 1f we permit this to go into effect in 1960 we are going to reduce the 
efficiency of our units. 

So I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that the amendment which I propose 
be divided into two parts—that we vote on the first section. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Mr. Anprerson. Which would extend for 18 months the provisions 
for unit officers, and secondly that we will, on the second subparagraph, 
which is 6 months for all other officers. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Anverson. If my first proposition should fail, then 
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Mr. Rivers. Is there any other questions from any other members of 
the committee? Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampter. I wanted to ask: How would this affect the per- 
sonnel strength of the various units if General Anderson’s amend- 
ment would be adopted or not? Also the state of readiness as to the 
actual proficiency of the unit. I know that is the thing he is inter- 
estedin. I wondered mostly how it would affect the personnel strength 
of the units. 

Colonel Eecieton. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, during our recess last week we went to four divi- 
sions—two Army National Guard and two Army Reserve—and asked 
them what would be their losses among colonels, lieutenant colonels, 
and majors if the attritive provisions remain as they are now, if they 
were extended for a 2-year period, and if they were extended for a 
5-year period. These computations as well as those concerning Re- 
serve general officers will be offered for insertion in the record. 


ESTIMATED ATTRITION IN 4 RESERVE COMBAT Divisions (2 ARNGUS anp 2 USAR) 
Implementation of secs. 3848 and 3851, 10 U.S. Code, on July 1, 1960 


























Fiscal year— 
Total 
1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 
7 a eee 2 | 2 | 3 | 1 3 11 
Lioutenant colonel... ..................-..- 6 | 2 | 4 | 5 a) 26 
RS eit cxcecetecteronnact ant eee 7 | 4 | 9 | 3 3 26 
Des ST RT ae. 15 | 8 | 16 | 9 15 63 
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Implementation of secs. 3848 and 3851, 10 U.S. Code, on Jan, 1, 1963, and extend 
temporary ages until Jan. 1, 1963 





























Fiscal year— 
Total 
1961 1962 | 1963 1964 1965 
AER re a te 1 0 | 6 1 3 ll 
Lieutenant colonel..............---------- 4 1 7 5 9 25 
ES LR OC Te fe ee ee ee 2 3 15 3 3 26 
OE Oe Sea 7 4 | 28 9 15 63 





Implementation of secs. 3848 and 3851, 10 U.S. Code, on Jan. 1, 1965, and extend 
temporary ages until Jan. 1, 1965 





























Fiscal year— 
Total 
1961 | 1962 1963 1964 1965 
IN i desing avd animnsetignsssaccepmsine 1 0 2 0 8 11 
Oe 4 1 4 3 14 26 
TSR ETRE oa Se Ree es 2 3 6 3 12 26 
I eine naiistinitgniniethenh 7 | 4 12 6 34 63 
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Estimated general officer attrition if sec. 327 of ROPA is implemented on— 

























































































JULY 1, 1960 
Reason 
1960 | 1961 | 1962 | 1963 | 1964 | 1965 | Total 
Age | Service | Timein 
grade 
ARNGUS........- 22 Y 13 9 7 1 61 3 39 19 
FE gtiiescices | 35 27 14 9 . 2 95 7 49 39 
oo 57 36 27 18 15 3 156 10 88 58 
- | 
JULY 1, 1962 
| | | 
ARNGUS..--.---- | 2 7 5 | 9 | 7 ij 6 12 30 19 
DER didn ccevnns | 3 7 66 9 | 8 | 2} 95 19 39 37 
Total....... i va “| i} ww} 16 | 3 | 16 | 31| 69 6 
| | | 
JULY 1, 1965 
| | | | | | | 
ARNGUS.......-- flo Teh cafe th Ot ode pied aie 2 
Fite patemene 3 | 7 | 9 14 | 7 55 | 9% 45 29 | 21 
| | a —|-——— —|—— a 
Total.......- 6 | 14 | 15 | 18 | 13 | 90 | 156 72 | 52 | 32 
i | | | 








We find that if the law remains unchanged, the way it is right 
now 

Mr. Rivers. Goes into effect 1 year from tomorrow. 

Colonel Eceteton. Right, sir. That among these four divisions— 
and they are four high-priority divisions—we will lose in 1961, two 
colonels, six lieutenant colonels, and seven majors. ‘These are cumu- 
lative losses from four divisions. 

If we extend it for 2 years, we find that in fiscal year 1961 we would 
lose one colonel, four lieutenant colonels, and two majors. 

If extended 5 years, we would lose one, four, and two—the same 
number, in fiscal year 1961. 

We continued on through fiscal years 1962-65. 

Our conclusions are that any extension does nothing but delay and 
aggravate the impact. 

or example, in 1963, 2 years from tomorrow, under the present 
law these 4 divisions would lose 16 officers—3 colonels, 4 lieutenant 
colonels, and 9 majors. 

If extended for 2 years, in that same year, 1963, we would lose 28— 
nearly twice as much—6 colonels, 7 lieutenant colonels, and 15 
majors. 

So the personnel loss, we feel, in units is going to be negligible un- 
der the present effective date. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampter. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you finished ? 

Mr. Wamp ter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, now, the question is on the amendment of Mr. 
Anderson. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, he wants the first one—— 
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Mr. StatinsHeK. Subject to some minor language changes, the first 
motion of Mr. Anderson is to change the effective date of the service 
attrition provision in respect to unit officers from the present planned 
date of July 1, 1960, to January 1, 1962. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. May I ask—— 

Mr. Anperson. Eighteen months. 

Mr, StatinsHex. The Army only. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. May I ask [aside to the chairman]. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, have you any comments to make? 

Mr. Winsteap. If he has any comments. 

Mr. StattnsHek. No, sir; 1 do not. It becomes a matter of judg- 
ment as to whether or not we should in fact postpone the effective date 
of this provision. 

* Mr. Rivers. I do not think Mr. Slatinshek should give his opinion 
as against members of the committee. 

Mr. Winsteap. You are right. 

Mr. Rivers. I do not want it to affect General Anderson’s motion. 

Mr. Winsreap. Youareright. I am sorry. 

Mr. Rivers. We have had the official position of all of the affected 
eople. Mr. Slatinshek, you did pretty well on straddling that fence. 
Laughter. | 

Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Yes; this is off the record. 

Mr. Rivers. So General Anderson wants this effective date to be 
extended, first, on January rather than July, so that is 6 months, and 
that would make it January 1, 1961. In addition to that, extend it 
a year, which would be January 1, 1962. So as from the effective 
date beginning a year from now, your first motion is to extend it 18 
months. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. For what group of officers ? 

Mr. Anverson. For unit officers. 

Mr. Rivers. For unit officers. Now does the committee understand 
the motion of General Anderson? As many as favor the motion will 
signify by saying “Aye.” 

(Chorus of ayes. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Opposed “No.” 

(Chorus of Noes.) 

Mr. Rivers. You better raise your hands. As many as favor the 
motion will raise their hands. 

(Show of hands. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Five. 

Opposed, no? 

(Show of hands.) 

Mr. Rivers. Three. 

For unit officers, by a vote of five to three, the date is extended to 
January 1, 1962. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, what is the next provision ? 

Mr. Anperson. The next one is 6 months for nonunit officers. 

Mr. Rivers. That is January 1, 1961, for nonunit officers. 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. For all other officers of the Army. 

Mr. Rivers. For all other officers. 
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As many as favor the motion will signify by raising his hand. 

(Show of hands. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Four. 

Opposed, raise his hand. 

(Show of hands. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Four. 

The Chairman has the vote. I will vote no. 

Mr. Minor. I think, Mr. Chairman—Does that have the effect of 
making clause 1 adopted by the committee and clause 2 not adopted ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. You got one more problem, too, on this section 21, 
Frank. I think you better 

Mr. SuiatinsuHeK. Well, I qualified it by pointing out that this is 
subject to some language changes which we necessarily must in- 
corporate to accomplish the change as intended by the committee. 

Mr. Minor. You think then it has the effect of adopting the first 
half of the second section ? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. They have called my attention to the fact that I didn’t 
have to vote. 

Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. So by the action of the committee, unit officers—which 
is the one you are interested in: 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Unit officers are extended for 18 months, and nonunit 
officers are not extended. Is that understood ? 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Yes. (Confers with the chairman.) 

Mr. Rivers. We got something done. 

Now, tomorrow we are going to finish the rest of this. And I will 
ask those affected to be here tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock, and 
get everybody else you can. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will take a recess until tomorrow morn- 
ing at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:51 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, July 1, 1959.) 








Hovse or REpRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscomMirree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C... Wednesday, July 1, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10:07 a.m., Hon, L. Mendel Rivers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. 

Mr. Slatinshek, on yesterday we delayed further consideration of 
that problem confronting the committee on clause 31 of the bill 
under discussion, 5088, which would authorize an exemption from the 
attrition provisions of ROPA until age 60 for those civilian em- 
ployees of the Army National Guard who are employed as techni- 
clans. 

Now, I think the subcommittee is familiar with what the problems 





2356 


are before the subcommittee. There is enough here to review the 
une problem. I think—General Anderson, I think you under- 
stand. 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Rivers. And Mr. Bray Iam sure understands it. 

I think I should maybe review this for Mr. Morris and the rest 
of us—on the problem before us, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. These two gentlemen lived with it and know more 
about it than I do. For your information and my information, I 
am going to read this. 

The subcommittee is concerned with the problem of dual status 
enjoyed by these employees, that is, their civil service and their 
Reserve officer status. The question raised by Mr. Bray resulted in 


highlighting the fact that a similar program in the Air Force Reserve 


has apparently resulted in a situation where a civilian technician may 
conceivably lose his Reserve officer status but nonetheless continue 
to enjoy civil service status. The Department of Defense and the Air 
Force have pointed out that Mr. Bray’s fear 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Bray’s what? 

Mr. Rivers. That Mr. Bray’s fear. 

Mr. Morris. Fear, OK. 

Mr. Rrvers. That the individual in this situation would neces- 
sarily be retained in the air technician program notwithstanding the 
loss of his Reserve officer status, is groundless since the individual 
would be immediately transferred out of the program. However 
since he enjoys civil service status the Air Force would be required 
to shop around and find him another billet equivalent to his grade. 
It is this latter situation which presents the real problem in connection 
with the discharge of Air Force technicians. 

The Air Force has indicated that this condition has resulted be- 
cause of its desire to insure the attractiveness of these billets by 
making them civil service billets, notwithstanding the fact that the 
Air Force was then required by the Civil Service Commission to in- 
sure that these jobs would have civil service tenure which, of course, 
creates the problem previously cited. 

In order to clear up this aspect of the problem representatives from 
the Civil Service Commission are scheduled to appear before the sub- 
committee this morning. They are Mr. Lawrence Meloy, General 
Counsel for the Civil Service Commission and Warren Irons, Execu- 
tive Secretary of the Civil Service Commission. 

The National Guard contends that it has no problem in either the 
Army National Guard or the Air National Guard in connection with 
the discharge of civilian technicians. They claim that the Governor 
in each case is the employer and consequently may exercise his execu- 
tive prerogative at any time in discharging such employees upon loss 
of their Reserve officer status. 

In this connection Maj. Gen. Donald McGowan of the National 
Guard Bureau is scheduled to appear before the subcommittee this 
morning to discuss the Army National Guard’s program for civilian 
technicians, and in the case of the Air National Guard, our old friend, 
Gen. W. Wilson is here this morning. 

Where is General Wilson ? 

General Witson. Here. 
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Mr. Rivers. In order to give the subcommittee an opportunity to 
discuss the civilian technician program with an employee, the sub- 
committee has scheduled Gen. Donald Strait, of the Air National 
Guard. Is Gen. Donald Strait here this morning ? 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, yes. 

General Strait is the commanding officer of an Air National Guard 
unit in New Jersey, and he is a technician ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And he is a technician. So I think we have every- 
body who may help us on this problem. One final note: The Coast 
Guard has advised that it has obtained clearance from Treasury and 
the Bureau of the Budget for its proposed changes to ROPA and 
will be prepared to deliver it this morning. Admiral Ross has re- 
quested that he be given an opportunity to formally give these rec- 
ommendations to the subcommiteee this morning. 

Mr. Slatinshek, let’s get moving. Now get the first witness. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. Mr. Irons and Mr. Meloy—is Mr. Meloy with 
you today? 

Mr. Irons. Mr. Meloy is not with me today, sir. 

Mr. StatinsHEK. Have a seat. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Irons, have a seat. We are very glad to have you, 
and very grateful for your coming up. We recognize the many prob- 
lems before you. But we are very appreciative for your coming up 
and helping us on this problem. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. You are familiar with our problem; aren’t you, sir? 

Mr. Trons. Just to keep the record straight. I am Warren Irons, 
Executive Director of the Civil Service Commission, and unaccom- 
panied by Mr. Meloy. He decided this was too much of a chore for 
him and just took sick last night. He isn’t available this morning, 
but I would hope I could assist the committee with its problem. 

Mr. Rivers. I see, you don’t have to take sick leave. We gave you 
an extra holiday. 

Mr. Irons. That is not doing me a bit of good. I am not com- 
petent at all to make any comments with regard to the National 
Guard problem. I am not familiar with that at all. But I am 
familiar with the Air Reserve technician problem. 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Irons. Further statement off the record. 

- Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Irons. I would like to comment on how we got into this Air 
Reserve technician program. 

The Air Force Reserve program had a problem of performing its 
mission With civilians during an emergency period, and they do not 
have the full control of civilians, of course, that they have with regard 
to the military. 

Some person, I believe, in the Continental Air Command had the 
brilliant idea of marrying the civilians with the military and making 
a workable program out of that marriage. The Air Force officially 
proposed to us that a program be developed, rather new in the field 
of civil service, that civilian employees would have the privilege of 
being civilian employees during their normal 40-hour week’s tour of 
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duty, and that they could also serve in the Reserve on weekends in 
the same unit, performing essentially the same duties that they had 
during the week. Those people were called Air Reserve technicians. 

This whole problem of trying to take one person and make a civilian 
and a military person out of him almost at one and the same time was 
explored at great length in our own organization, because at first we 
had some doubts as to whether this could be done. 

We also explored it with representatives of employee organizations 
and veterans’ organizations, as well as informally with members and 
staff members of the House and Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committees. 

We thought the idea was so basically sound that we should do what- 
ever we could to get that show on the road and get it on well. 

In our a ent with Air Force, we properly, we think, insisted 
that while these civilians were performing their civilian duties during 
the normal 40-hour week, they should be subjected to and governed 
by the various laws and rules that have an impact on civilians, that 
military customs, military benefits, and military disciplines mone only 
apply when they were serving in a military capacity during such 
periods as they were in the performance of Reserve duties, normally 
on weekends, and so on. 

This program was started in practice about April of 1958. It has 
only been in effect, therefore, a little more than a year. 

We have had remarkably few complaints. 

Mr. Rivers. What date was that you said it began ¢ 

Mr. Irons. April 1958, was when it got in actual operation. 

We have had in the Commission, oh, five or six appeals from vet- 
erans, in which they have alleged that this Air Reserve technician 
program was responsible for them being either reduced in salary or 
fired. Our investigation has indicated in each of the cases that the 
Air Reserve technician program had nothing to do with it, that they 
were reduced in force, or what have you, because of other reasons. 

Mr. Putin. May I ask a question at this point? 

Now, these men you are referring to were all bona fide civil service 
status employees ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pur. Federal civil service status employees? 

Mr. Irons. Regular civil service employees. 

Mr. Puusr. All right. 

Mr. Irons. I have personally reviewed each of the appeals cases as 
they have come into the Commission, because I wanted to make cer- 
tain that the operating units of Air Force were complying with our 
agreement with Air Force. 

And I have been particularly pleased that in this year’s period of 
time it has obviously been a successful operation. 

The objectives of Air Force are being attained, as I see it. And I 
have visited either three or four installations, actual installations 
throughout the country. 

As I indicated earlier, the employee organizations and the veteran 
organizations—the American Legion, VF W, DAV, and so on—are 
watching this program with great care, because they have a fear that 
this marriage of military oe civilian will result in a diminution of 
civilian rights. 
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So we are particularly conscious in the Commission to watch out 
for it. 

We know we have problems with it. We know that we haven’t 
met all of the problems, by any means, that will arise. And we hope, 
as the problems do come up, that mutually between the Air Force and 
the Commission we can resolve the problems to everybody’s satis- 
faction. 

For that reason, since it is in a highly experimental program, a 
young program, and one I think of great promise in performing an 
operation on an economical basis, that we have no restrictive legisla- 
tion at this time. 

I think if there is introduced and seriously considered in the Con- 
gress a provision that would say that these civilians, that these Re- 
serve technicians, must comply with military procedures or be sub- 
jected to military discipline, or anything like that, while they are 
performing their civilian function, that that would just about ruin 
what looks like the start of a good program. 

Mr. Rivers. Tell me, Mr. Irons, have you explored the area where, 
because of a fitness report, or one thing or another, or promotion out 
of the unit or of the organization, a man would not occupy the same 
status that he once held ¢ 

Mr. Irons. Well, first, our agreement with Air Force provides that 
if an individual for some reason is not’ retained in the Reserves, that 
that shall not affect his occupancy of the civilian position, that he will 
either retain the position or will be reassigned to a like position in 
the same geographic area. 

Now, we recognize that sometimes that will probably cause a prob- 
lem, that we will have to try to resolve. We have given some thought, 
but no study in depth on the subject. 

Mr. Rivers. Say he were a commanding officer, as a technician. 

Mr. Irons. That would be, of course, the greatest problem. 

Mr. Rivers. If he were promoted out or for some reason, were not re- 
tained and yet he would still have his civilian status and a new com- 
manding officer, there would be friction there to begin with, a normal 
friction that you wouldn’t have any control over. It would just be 
there. 

Mr. Irons. Yes; I recognize that that could present a real problem. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, you don’t want us to try to address ourselves to 
that by some provision of law in this? 

Mr. Irons. I would hope, sir, that with the Air Force recognizing 
the problem and the Commission recognizing that problem, that the 
Congress would give us an opportunity to try to see if we can develop 
ways and means administratively of handling that kind of a situa- 
tion, rather than passing a law that says if that happens, then the 
civilian must be dropped. 

Mr. Rivers. You think, then, that since this thing has the animus 
of sympathy officially from your Commission, indicated by your active 
participation and your personal attention to it, that it might be well 
for us to let this try to be administratively handled for the time being? 

Mr. Irons. I would appreciate it if you could. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. Because I think this is a program of great hope. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, let me ask you this. The Hatch Act affects the 
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National Guard employees back home. Somebody has said, and I 
have heard that the Department of Justice is looking into the political 
activities of some of them. 

If the Hatch Act affects the National Guard because they get a Fed- 
eral check, why shouldn’t they have some right of appeal if they get a 
Federal check? What kind of a check do they get as a technician ¢ 

Do they get a Federal check ? 

Mr. SiarinsHek. Federal check; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Since they get a Federal check back home—why 
wouldn’t they have an appeal? Why wouldn’t they have an appeal 
to the Civil Service Commission for any attack on their position ? 

Mr. Irons. You are talking now about the Air National Guard 
technician ? 

Mr. Rivers. Any National Guard technician. 

Mr. Irons. I wish I could answer your question, sir, but I can’t. I 
just didn’t know until I heard you open the meeting this morning that 
there were such animals as Air National Guard technicians. I am 
just not competent in that area. 

Mr. Rivers. You take, for instance, the State unemployment people. 
They are paid by Federal checks. They are hired by the State people. 

Mr. Irons. They are subject to the Hatch Act, and an appeal to the 
Civil Service Commission under section 12. 

Mr. Rivers. And I think these other people might have the same 
avenue of appeal, similarly. And I am fearful that we can’t quite— 
while you have no agreement with the States and the Governors are 
certainly not going to surrender any of their prerogatives as employ- 
ers, it is kind of odd to me that they are employers of a Madenel em- 
ployee, as far as their retentive rights are concerned, and their civil 
service protection. 

Mr. Irons. I am not sure here, Mr. Chairman, whether you and I 
are agreeing or disagreeing. I don’t know whether Air National 
Suan technicians are subject to the Hatch Act. If they are subject 
to the Hatch Act, they have an appeal to the Civil Service Commission. 

Now, I would be inclined to think—I can’t state categorically, but I 
would be inclined to think if there are such positions as Air National 
Guard technicians and they are paid in part from Federal funds, 
whether it is a State check directly or a Federal check directly, they 
would be subject to the Hatch Act. 

Mr. Rivers. And there are decisions on that? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, and there would be decisions on that. I don’t hap- 
pen to be familiar with that. 

Mr. Rivers. General Wilson ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Aren’t those people paid by Federal money ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir; they are paid by funds allotted to the 
States for the purpose of maintaining the Federal equipment. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that—to my knowledge, they 
are not included under the Hatch Act. 

Mr. Rivers. They are not included ? 

General Wison. No, sir. To my knowledge, it has vars been 
held that air technicians, even though they are federally employed— 
I mean not federally employed, but paid by Federal check, are not 
considered Federal employees, but are considered State employees. 
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Mr. Rivers. You got any decisions on that or any official memo- 
randum? What about you, Mr. Minor ? 

General Witson. Justa minute. I think—— 

Mr. Rivers. Come up close, Brother Minor. 

Mr. SiatinsHeKk. Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Mrnor.. Mr. Chairman, I do have some opinions on that. I 
went back yesterday after the discussion the committee had and 
checked on this. 

I would like to read just a little bit of one opinion if I might. It 
is an opinion of the Judge Advocate General of the Air Force. I un- 
derstand the Army has similar opinions. 

The first sentence of this says: 

The Comptroller General has uniformly held that civilian employees of the 
National Guard are not Federal employees with reference to Federal pay, leave, 
retirement, and civil service laws. 

Then there is a statement that there are two or three cases in which 
they have been held to be Federal employees for the purpose of the 
Federal Tort Claims Act alone. 

In other words 

Mr. Rivers. How about political activity ? 

Mr. Minor. No; this was not political activity. This is the case of 
where in an automobile accident and so forth, while they were driving 
on their State business, they hit someone and the person lwonaies suit in 
the Federal district court and under the Federal Tort Claims Act, and 
collected from the U.S, Government. However, only for that purpose 
has there been any court decisions on it. 

Mr. Rivers. You mean the Federal Tort Act ? 

Mr. Minor. The Federal Tort Act. It is the only purpose. 

Mr. Rivers. I have a bill in on that, you know. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. And we have it down in the Department now 
for consideration. 

Mr. Irons. Mr. Chairman, that opinion that he has just read would 
not be on point, because this is to whether they are Federal employees 
or not. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Mrnor. My first sentence says they are not, so far as we are 
concerned, Federal employees. 

Mr. Rivers. Now you get down to the point we are discussing now 
in that memorandum ¢ 

Mr. Minor. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Rivers. Do you have anything in that memorandum that ap- 
plies to the discussion between me and Mr. Irons? 

Mr. Minor. Not on the Hatch Act, but we do say, “For the purposes 
of Federal pay, leave, retirement and civil service laws, they are not 
Federal employees.” That is the gist of these two opinions. 

Mr. Rivers. I think—we didn’t get to the Hatch Act, did we? 

Mr. Prurern. These are not people with Federal civil service status? 

Mr. Minor. No, sir; they have no Federal civil service employees. 
They are purely State employees. 

Mr. Pumer. How about the other case, where you do have people 
with Federal civil service status ¢ 

Mr. Irons. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would be very glad to supply the 
committee with either Commission decisions or opinions of the Gen- 
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eral Counsel of the Commission on the applicability of the Hatch Act 
to Air National Guard technicians, because they would be treated as 
State employees under any circumstances. 

Mr. Rivers. I have heard it said-—— 

Mr. Pumpin. Would you pardon me? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Puen. Would they be treated as State employees under 
any circumstances, even though they may have—they do have Federal 
civil service status ? 

Mr. Irons. Well, if we are talking now about employees of Na- 
tional Guards? 

Mr. Putern. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. That they are construed to be State employees? 

Mr. Puteri. Yes; that is right, but 

Mr. Irons. And they are not subject to civil service retirement. 

Mr. Puen. Do you have any in that group who have Federal 
civil service status? 

Mr. Irons. Not that I know of, no. 

Mr. Puirern. You don’t have? 

Mr. Irons. No. 

Mr. Putter. Do you have any connected with the other services, 
like the Air National Guard, with Federal 

Mr. Irons. Not that I know of. 

Mr. Puusr. Are there any Federal civil service people involved 
here in this situation ? 

Mr. Irons. Not in the National Guard, that I know of. 

Mr. Putern. So you don’t have the question, then, of a civil service 
employee who was a bona fide civil service employee and who was 
in this particular status as technician? You don’t have that involved 
here then in this situation ? 

Mr. StatrnsHek. Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Irons. Oh, Air Force Reserve technicians. They are Federal 
employees, subject to civil service—the Leave Act, the Hatch Act, and 
Veterans’ Preference Act, the Lloyd-La Follette Act. 

Mr. StatinsHek. They would all be subject ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes; all be subject as Federal employees. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questeions, Mr. Bray ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes; there is. 

I am very happy to get the matter clarified. The matter which 
is mainly troubling us does not apply to either the Air or Army 
National Guard. But this committee also has the responsibility for 
legislation regarding the Air Reserve. 

So now I want to address my questions on that matter and that 
matter alone. I have no criticism of the way you handled this matter 
to date. But looking at it from the purely military standpoint, I 
can see great troubles ahead on this matter, troubles that are so 
serious that I frankly can’t see why this plan was ever worked out. 
I am that serious on it. 

So I am trying to clear up and see if I am wrong in the future 
I see for this program. 

I want to ask some hypothetical questions that are bound to come 
up. There is no use for us to say that it is never going to happen, 
because anyone that has had any real, material experience in the 
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military knows that sometimes you are going to have an officer who 
is relieved from duty. 

In fact, the very nature of the military makes that necessary—you 
never can have a debating society, as to who is bossman in the mili- 
tary. And that is one trouble we always have when we are dealing 
with civilians. They always seem to think that you can do that, 

Let’s say you have a squadron commander and today he met the 
requirements, but later his commanding officer reached a decision 
that that man was not capable of command. No one—anybody who 
had had great military experience knows that it either happened to 
himself or to somebody in his immediate locality. 

There is always the question of whether the opinion of the com- 
manding officer is right. But assuming you can’t go into that except 
on a military matter. 

Let’s say that squadron commander is relieved from duty. He still 
has his commission. But he has been relieved by competent authority 
of command. And he is drawing—what would it be, a 13 civil service 
rating for a battalion commander. 

Mr. Irons. I wouldn’t remember. I expect it would be in that 
area, 

Mr. Bray. Does anyone know? 

General Srrarr. In the Air Force Reserve? 

Mr. Bray. What would be the civil service rating of a squadron 
commander in the Air Force? 

General Srrarr. GS-13. 

Mr. Bray. All right; GS-13. 

Then what is going to happen when his superior, acting on compe- 
tent authority and which he has a right to act, relieves him from 
command? He can do that summarily. And Monday morning he 
is not in command. Yet he is on your payroll. What is going to 
happen ? 

Mr. Irons. At the present time, the action taken by the military 
with regard to his military status can’t have an impact on his civilian 
GS-13 position. 

Mr. Bray. Right there we have reached an impossible situation, 
unless it is clarified. And I think every military man in this room 
would agree with me. 

Then what-is going to happen in that situation ? 

Mr. Irons. Right now the only thing that can happen, in accordance 
with our agreement and as long as this man remains a civilian, is that 
he could be reassigned within the same geographic area to other duties. 

If the charges brought by the military in connection with the mili- 
tary function of his duties is sufficiently severe, they do have the privi- 
lege, of course, of charging him with those same derelictions under 
civilian laws—the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. But that is—— 

Mr. Bray. But by recent decisions of our courts, even disloyalty is 
a very difficult matter to sustain in a case of that kind. 

I am not entering into a fight here over the court proposition, but 
we all know that to be true. 

Even with a janitor, on a matter of loyalty, the same set of standards 
that you would use certainly can’t apply and should not apply to a 
squadron commander in the Air Force Reserve. And perhaps he is 
still meeting your qualification in the civil service, but he has not met 
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the qualification from the military standpoint. And that is very easy, 
because it calls for an entirely different qualified person. I have seen 
very poor officers that made very fine civilians, and I have seen some 
very fine officers that later turned out to be very poor civilians, because 
the whole standards are so different. 

Now here you have a squadron commander, You realize that on 
Monday morning, regardless of how you keep him in civil service, 
he is not commanding that battalion, don’t you? 

Mr. Irons. I recognize that, and I recognize it is a real problem, 
that military standards are totally different from civilian standards. 

Mr. Bray. What are you going to do with him? Monday morning 
somebody has to command that battalion, and he is not commanding 
it. Where you have a GS-13 whose only qualification is as battalion 
commander, where are you going to place him? 

Mr. Irons. I don’t know all of the answers to those questions. 

Mr. Bray. I am not blaming you. I think you are answering these 
questions ina fine manner. Incidentally, I have a very great admira- 
tion for you in the job you are doing. 

But I am trying to point out that we have a problem, a serious prob- 
lem, that is bound to come up, and I would like to meet those before 
we reach a hopeless situation. And I hope that nothing like this 
extends to the guard, because I could see how this could almost destroy 
the effectiveness of the Air Force Reserve. 

I know how much trouble you have in firing a man in civil service. 
In fact, there is a case now of a fellow in my district, and I have a file 
of papers on that 4 inches high, and it is going on and on and on. 

But you can’t do that from the military standpoint. In the mili- 
tary the commanding officer relieves him, and then later someone says 
he is a good man and you may give him another place. But you are 
not going to find any other place for a squadron commander. 

Now if he were an electronics expert or anything like that, I could 
see where he would fit in. But this calls for peculiar knowledge. 
Maybe there is nothing else he can do in the matter of civil service 
that fits him for high command. Then through proper military pro- 
cedure he is relieved from command. Is he going to remain there in 
that armory on Monday morning? 

Mr. Irons. Congressman, I have already indicated that we recognize 
that that isa serious problem. We feel in the Commission that if the 
Air Reserve technician program is as good a program as we think it 
is, and as apparently the Air Force thinks it is, that the program would 
be better served by giving Air Force and the Commission a reasonable 
period of time to live with the program during its growing time here 
and to attempt to resolve that problem and similar problems. We 
know they will arise. 

But on the other hand, if the Congress, recognizing there is a real 
problem, forthwith passes a law making these civilians subject to 
military rules and discipline and authorities during their civilian tour 
of duty, that is the death knell of the Air Reserve technician program. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we didn’t have any idea—would you yield there? 

Mr. Bray. Well, I would rather pursue this just a little further. 

Mr. Rivers. OK. 

Mr. Bray. Then I will quit. 
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I am not sure it is not going to destroy the program, because when 
you have a person half military and half civilian—now we do that 
in the Reserve, but then we are not mixing up another branch of gov- 
ernmental control in the program. 

I would not say that the military would be butting into him in his 
civilian duties. But when the overall picture gets to the place where 
they say that this man can no longer command and competent mili- 
tary authority relieves him of that command—and that is bound to 
happen. Even on a clash of personalities. It happens in life. I have 
seen a man relieved by his superior, and then another commander 
picked them up and they did a good job. And there is always the 
question of who is to blame. 

But the military commissar system—having that in the military, 
with civilians having their special status in the military—didn’t turn 
out too good and they got rid of it mighty quick. 

And I can see we are building up exactly that sort of thing. 

But you haven’t answered yet what that man is going to do on 
Monday morning when he is no longer squadron commander. 

Mr. Irons. Well, if I were immediately faced with the problem, 
and I was the commanding officer faced with that problem, I would, 
of course, relieve him of command and I would give him something 
else to do while I tried to solve that problem. 

, Mr. Bray. Now wait a minute. Where can you use him? Now 
1e is 

Mr. Irons. Well 

Mr. Bray. You brought in another man and put him in command, 
probably junior to him. You see, he has no military duties there at 
all. And naturally there is a clash, there is difficulty right there, 
again, and you have a situation that from the military standpoint is 
unbearable. 

Mr. Irons. But, Congressman, insofar as that GS-13 person is con- 
cerned, regardless of his title or his duties, if the commander on Mon- 
day morning doesn’t want him in that job, he can send him out sorting 
— and bolts for 90 days. There is nothing under the law to stop 
that. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t like for the Government to pay that amount 
of money to a guy sorting nuts and bolts. 

Mr. Irons. I Linea: but once in a while you are faced with a rough 
problem. I wouldn’t want to see that done, either. 

Mr. Bray. Why couldn’t there be legislation here that that was a 
civil service job as long as he was filling the military qualifications 
that were called for? Now this wasa squadron commander. The day 
he ceased to fill that function he is out; that is, he is out militarily. 

And I don’t know where you can use a squadron commander any 
place in civilian duties, with the job he has. 

Mr. Irons. Mr. Congressman, that can be done, and when it is done 
within a matter of weeks at the most after that date, the Air Reserve 
technician program will cease to exist. 

Mr. Bray. I think it will cease to exist with less of a blast now than 
it will after a bunch of these situations have arisen. 

Now I may be looking at it too much from the military standpoint, 
but after all, the only excuse for the technician program is to help the 
military program. We are not running a WPA to help these people. 
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If this doesn’t contribute, as I see it, to the military efficiency of the 
Air Reserves, it is of no force and effect. 

Mr. Irons. Well, Congressman, I feel a little out of place up here, 
being a representative of the Civil Service Commission justifying an 
Air Force program that was promoted by the Air Force to further the 
interest of the Air Force. 

All I can say in justification for this is that as they have presented 
it to us, and as I have seen it in operation to date, not only on paper 
but in viewing installations, it would appear to be meeting the objec- 
tives of the Air Force. 

Now whether the problems that we know are in it, including the one 
that you have so ably cited, are going to present insuperable kinds of 
problems that we can’t take care of, I don’t know, and I hope not. 

Mr. Bray. I wouldn’t expect any trouble in the first year of the 
program. 

Mr. Irons. Oh, no. 

Mr. Bray. But here you are getting now a bunch of 13’s. That costs 
the American people money. i know many people don’t worry about 
it, but I frankly do. I can see you having a whole group of 11, 12, or 
13, that the only qualification that they have that we can use is that 
of their military status, and the day they cease to fill that, you have 
that man floating around, and he is of no use to this squadron, and I 
don’t know where else he would be of use. Nothing in the world you 
want to get rid of quicker than an officer who is relieved of his com- 
mand. I don’t care whether he is wearing bars, leaves, eagles, or stars. 
And any military man in this room will agree. You want to get him 
away from there just as quick as you can. When a new man comes in 
to take the place of the man that is relieved, the best thing you can 
do is get that man out of there, even if he is a close friend. You don’t 
want the old man there to tell the new man how to run it. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you through ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I want to ask a very few questions. 

In the first place, the dual status of reservists and employees: Are 
only technicians affected or are there other categories? 

Mr. Irons. They are technicians, sir. 

Mr. Morris. All right. Could you give us very quickly just a gen- 
eral statement or a definition of a technician as it is used in this par- 
ticular instance, just what is and who is a technician ? 

Mr. Irons. Well, let’s see if I can do it in a generalized basis. 

Mr. Rivers. GS-13. 

Mr. Irons. GS-13? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Irons. They include such positions as the personnel officer, 
administrative officer, the flying commander, the aircraft maintenance 
officer, supervising airplane pilot, radar installer and repair leader, 
electronics installer and repairer, photographic equipment repairer, 
propeller mechanics—positions of that nature. 

r. Morris. Of that nature. 

Now, can you tell us—— 

Mr. Putten. Would the gentleman yield for a moment? 

(Mr. Morris nods.) 
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Mr. Puitern. What is the salary range of the GS-13? 

Mr. Irons. GS-13, I think, is somewheres around $7,500. But my 
memory is not good on salary figures. 

Mr. Bray (aside to the chairman). 

Mr. Rivers. We can get 

Mr. Morris. All right. 

Mr. Rivers (continuing). The figure. 

Mr. Morris. Wait a minute. Iam not finished. 

Mr. Bray. Just to correct the figure. 

Mr. Morris. Pardon me. 

Mr. Rivers. We can get the figure. 

Mr. Morris. Except I yielded. 

Mr. Bray. No—— 

Mr. Rivers. We can get that. 

Mr. Irons. It is over $10,000. 

Mr. Bray. I wanted to check that figure. 

Mr. Morris. You wanted to make a correction ? 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Can you tell us approximately how many technicians 
are affected by this program ? 

Mr. Irons. I think today—and the Air Force can testify more pre- 
cisely on this—that there would probably be in the neighborhood of 
2,000 or 2,500 individuals chicaphout the United States. 

Mr. Morris. But that is all that is affected by this program? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, at this point in time, I believe. 

Mr. Morris. Relatively few? 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. About 2,000 to 2,500 ? 

Mr. Irons. 2,000 to 2,500, if my memory servis me correctly. 

Mr. Morris. All right. I am just about through. I want to pin- 
point one or two matters here. 

Now, are these positions extremely hard to fill, or are they of such 
technical nature that it is difficult to get people who are competent in 
those particular positions? 

Mr. Irons. They are difficult to fill. They are not easy to recruit 
for. 

That was one of the problems I believe that Air Force had when 
they were straight civilians, where the problem of tying them tightly 
to the program and being able to hold on to them during a long period 
of time was involved. 

Mr. Morris. So if they should lose their position by reason of losing 
their military reservist status, or for any other reason there should be 
a vacancy, it would be a very rather difficult proposition to get efficient, 
competent people to fill them ? 

r. Irons. That is the problem, yes, sir. 

Mr. Morrts. All right. Then this last question. Regardless of 
any theory expressed by members of this committee, or witnesses who 
have appeared, or anyone else—regardless of theories or ideas about 
changes or ap ore changes, how is the program working now? 

Mr. Irons. Every indication to date is that the program is highly 
successful. 

Mr. Morris. Is highly successful ? 
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Mr. Irons. From the viewpoint of the Commission, it appears to 
be highly successful. But more importantly, in the eyes of the com- 
mander of the Continental Air Command, General Hall, it is a highly 
successful program. 

Mr. Morris. Then would it be your recommendation or your idea 
or your conclusion that we just should leave good enough alone and 
leave it like it is, instead of making changes? What would be your 
position on that ? 

Mr. Irons. I think the two organizations here, the Air Force and 
the Commission, should have an opportunity to continue to work with 
this program, to try to get bugs out of the program, if there are bugs, 
and to resolve problems that we do know exist. And I think that the 
committee here has performed an excellent service in citing the one 
really serious situation of the squadron commander. 

I, as a representative of the Commission, will be most happy to do 
our part in trying to get that problem resolved as early as possible. 

Mr. Morris. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George? 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Yes, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I want to say 
that I am very happy to see Mr. Irons join our committee, as 
worked with him for many years on the Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee. I have the very highest regard for his judgment and for 
his capacity as a witness. 

Mr. Rivers. You see—I want to interrupt there. You see how 
this committee is improving. We are recruiting our top personnel 
from the Civil Service Committee. [Laughter.] 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Mr. Irons, first of all, of course you realize, I 
know, there is a very considerable difference between the Reserve and 
the Guard, and I would like to address my question specifically to 
the Guard. 

As I understand it, the Guard is directly under the command of 
the Governors of the 49, and soon to be 50, States; is that correct ? 

Mr. Irons. I believe so. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. He is the supreme commander, in other words, of 
the Guard. 

Now, don’t you foresee that there would be a considerable conflict 
between civil service and any military commander-in-chief, whether 
he be the President of the United States or the Governor of a State? 

I think it is a historical fact that the civilian and the military au- 
thority can’t work in double harness. 

You spoke of a marriage. And, of course, we all know that most 
marriages are a matter of compromise and very often a question of one 
giving way to pleasing the other. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the way I get along. [Laughter.] 

Mrs. St. Grorce. It is a very good way to get along, Mr. Chairman. 

I can foresee that sooner or later, because you have told us, and you 
are very correct, I know, that this thing is only just starting, and that 
you do want to have time to iron it out and see how it is going to work 
in the long run. But it seems to me that in the foreseeable future 
either the civilian or the military is going to have to take over and be 
paramount. I don’t see how you can expect this thing to work in 
double harness, from what I know of both the civilian and the mili- 
tary. I just don’t see how it isa possible thing. 
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I also agree with you that you don’t want legislation, and that is 
right, isn’t it ? 

r. Irons. Yes. 

Mrs. Str. George. You do not want legislation at this time? 

Mr. Irons, I personally think it would be a mistake, Mrs. St. George. 

Don’t misunderstand us in the Commission. We recognize there 
are real serious problems in trying to marry civilian and military. 
In fact, our own Commission, in passing on this thing, indicated they 
were willing to give it a tryout, but their fingers are crossed. 

Mrs. St. Grorar. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. And we are going to give it a real tryout, as far as we 
are concerned. We are going to do our best to try to make it work. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Well, I am sure if anyone can make it work, you 
can make it work, Mr. Irons. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you. 

(Mr. Bray nods.) 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. I must say I have grave doubts as to the possi- 
bility, but I am glad to hear you say you don’t want legislation on it, 
because I think the minute you have legislation you put the whole 
thing in a harness and then you are really stuck with it, to use the 
vernacular. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. I think Mrs. St. George is on sound ground, and I 
agree, about your position. Because once we saddle you with legisla- 
tion, you have it. 

Mr. Irons. We have it, yes. 

Mr. Rivers. In fact, your animus is one of trying to make this pro- 
gram work is a good thing. 

I notice that a GS-13 gets $10,300 ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, he isa special kind of a bird, because of the nature 
of his civilian status. 

The Air Force is at an advantage, because they get this high-rating 
technician and use it as a recruiting device to get some very fine officer 
to occupy the billet. 

Mr. Irons. They have a nice combination. There is the civilian 
salary with the civilian privileges and civilian retirement 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. Combined with the Reserve status. In the case of the 
GS-13; he, of course, would be an officer 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. Irons. Acquiring the rights—— 

Mr. Rivers. Longevity for retirement and everything. 

Mr. Irons. Military retirement benefits, and so on. 

Mr. Rivers. So it is as near as you can get to some sort of a mutual- 
ity ? 

Mr. Irons. That is right; that is right. 

Mr. Rivers. He does have a special status, because he didn’t come up 
through the ranks as a civilian. He was selected and occupied this 
vacancy which was sitting up on the table of organization ? 

Mr. Irons. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. I am persuaded by your observation and that of Mrs. 
St. George—that I hope this will never need to be discontinued. But 
if it should be, it will not be by law. And while you plan to watch it, 
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naturally—because we have a responsibility, from the overall stand- 
point. We legislate on everything, once it is put on the floor. But 
we have a peculiar directive on being the preparer of military legisla- 
tion. 

So I think we are on sound ground, to have you watch this for a 
while and let you try to see how the thing progresses. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. I won’t take any more time. 

Mr. Putter. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Putten. Perhaps you can tell us something as to how these 
technicians are selected by the Commission and the procedures under 
which they are selected. net 5 Be . 

Mr. Irons. By the straight, open competitive civil service process. 

Mr. Putter. In other words, you issue an announcement ? 

Mr. Irons. We issue an announcement. 

Mr. Pur. And the person can make application for the exami- 
nation ? 

Mr. Irons. That is right. 

Mr. Puicerin. And you grade them, the persons ? 

Mr. Irons. That is right, the same procedures. 

Mr. Puitein. And you work from a list ? 

Mr. Irons. That is right. 

Mr. Puusr. In the regular way ? 

Mr. Irons. Regular way. 

Mr. Pui. Now, are there other qualifications under that an- 
nouncement, that they be members of a Reserve component? 

Mr. Irons. That is right. 

Mr. Puuer. That is what I wanted. 

Mr. Irons. It is announced right there they have to meet our civilian 
competitive qualifications for the position, and suitability require- 
ments, and so forth, and also that they have to be successful in getting 
the acceptance by the Reserve. 

Mr. Puirsrn. Well, that answers the question I had about their 
method of appointment. 

And I am one who joins my colleagues in expressing my gratitude 
and appreciation for the splendid, enlightening testimony that you 
have given us this morning. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you. 

Mr. Puiern. It is so characteristic of the way your agency does 
business with the Congress. 

Mr. Irons. You never know it, the way you folks don’t vote money 
for us, I will tell youthat. [Laughter. ] 

I would like to have that on the record, please. [Further laughter. ] 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson, 

Mr. Anperson. I would like to know under what legislation the 
program you have been discussing is authorized. 

Mr. Irons. The civilian part would be authorized under the basic 
civil laws of the Civil Service Act of 1883 and Veterans Preference 
Act of 1944. 

The basic laws that affect the Air Reserve program, as such; I am 
not in position to quote. 

Mr. Anverson. Perhaps I could ask the counsel what connection 
this testimony has with the bill before us? 
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Mr. SuatTinsHeK. Well, sir, this testimony, of course, is concerned 
with the problem that was created when we began consideration of 
clause 31 in H.R. 5083. That clause would exempt National Guard 
civilian technicians from the attrition features of ROPA until age 
60. Then, of course, the committee became concerned with the pro- 
gram itself, and this problem was brought to the attention of the com- 
mittee by Mr. Bray’s questions, and consequently the committee pur- 
sued this course of questioning. 

Mr. Anperson. As I understand it, none of the testimony, though, 
is related to the Air National Guard program ? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. No, sir. But there is a similar provision later 
in the bill which affects the Air Force Reserve. So we began a con- 
sideration of both—the general policy in respect to the change rec- 
ommended in the bill. So the committee was looking at all the civilian 
technician programs. 

Mr. Anperson. Would it be relevant or appropriate to include in 
ROPA any other provisions with respect to the problem we have been 
discussing ? 

Mr. Rivers. What do you mean, General ? 

Mr. ANnverson. Well, as I understand it, ROPA only provides for 
initial means of keeping these technicians on duty. All of our dis- 
cussion has been about “suppose you are relieved from duty.” Is 
it 





Mr. Rivers. Well, the attritive features of ROPA are relevant. 
That is where this comes in. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. If you attrit them forcibly, then what be- 
comes of it? 

Mr. Rivers. That is why I am discussing this thing now. 

Mr. Anperson. If you attrit them forcibly —— 

Mr. Rivers. He got an appeal as a civilian. Because that is how 
we talked about the marriage of the problem. 

Mr. Anverson. This man, then, after he has been attrited from the 
Reserve, no longer qualifies for that position as a GS-13? 

(Chorus of “yes.”’) 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. He does. 

Mr. Anverson. After he has been attrited ? 

Mrs. St. Grorar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Didn’t you just give us the qualifications as being 
that he should be a member of the Active Reserve for a squadron 
commander, for example? 

Mr. Irons. To enter the program, yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpverson. In order to enter it. 

Mr. StatinsHek. That is for appointment to the job. 

Mr. Anverson. Then the fact that later he is no longer qualified 
isn’t going to keep him from holding—continuing to hold the job? 

Mr. Irons. He will continue—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is the problem. He does hold that. 

Mr. Bray. Let’s get that in the record. 

Mr. Irons. That is the problem we have to face. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the problem we have to face. That is why he 
says he wants to let us watch this executive agreement between the 
Civil Service Commission and the Air Force, to see how this thing con- 
tinues, before we dress it with concrete legislative terminology and 
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make a proscription of the whole problem, so far as we can, in legisla- 
tion. 

Isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Now, if-you had a civil service employee who was a 
secretary and this employee became blind, would he or she still be 
eligible to continue to hold that position ¢ 

Mr. Irons. I wouldn’t say that a person, merely because he or she 
was blind, could not hold the position of a secretary, because we do 
have blind secretaries in the civil service. 

Mr. Anperson. Let’s phrase it another way. Suppose our secre- 
tary here loses both of his arms; would he still be qualified to be 
retained ? 

Mr. Irons. In the first place, the secretary would not be an Air 
Reserve technician. Secondly, any physical disability that would be 

ounds—that would be such that the employee could not perform his 

uties are grounds for the separation of the employee. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I am inclined to agree with Mr. Bray, that 
this man is just as totally disqualified for carrying out his job after he 
loses his command of the outfit as our secretary here would be if he 
lost both his arms. 

Mr. Rivers. If the gentleman would yield ? 

He could very well be. He may come to that conclusion. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. That is why he wants to watch this program. That is 
why I am persuaded that your approach is the right one. Because 
he may come to that conclusion himself. 

Mr. Irons. I would like to make it clear to the Congressmen, in 
our basic agreement with the Air Force, the Air Force has recognized 
there is this kind of problem, and that they will make efforts through 
their organization to try to reassign this man into a job for which he 
is qualified on a civilian basis, without regard to his Reserve capacity. 

Mr. Rivers. The Civil Service Commission has never told the Air 
Force that they are saddled with him indefinitely. They haven’t 
come to that yet—have you, sir? 

Mr. Irons. We haven’t reached that point yet. We are hoping 
we can resolve the problem satisfactorily. 

Mr. Rivers. I agree with you that you are on sound ground, as my 
chairman would say, and I don’t know anybody better to quote. 

Mr. Pumer. You would hope that you would assign that man to 
some post within the Government that has nothing to do with the 
Armed Forces? 

Mr. Irons. Well, I don’t know that we would have to go that far 
ornot. The Air Force is a pretty large place. 

- Mr. Puri. Well, you would have to decide whether his Reserve 
status would be in such a situation ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes. Right now our agreement is that they have to be 
reassigned within the same geographic area and without loss of 

ay. 
R Mr. Puteri. I think the point that General Anderson has brought 
out was that he lost one of the qualifications under your announce- 
ment; that is, that he be a member of the Reserve component. 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 
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Mr. Putter. Whether or not in that sense it would be consistent 
to continue his employment as a technician. 

Mr. Rivers. You could come to that conclusion. 

Mr. Irons. We might come to that conclusion very well. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Irons. We have been more concerned at this point in time with 
the civilians who are already on the rolls and who are being con- 
verted. They have patently different rights already acquired than 
someone that you hire tomorrow. They have totally different rights. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson ? 

Mr. Anverson. I have concluded my questions. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Let me get to Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Irons, I would like to ask two questions, if I may; that is, the 
fact that you have in this technician program a disestablishment of 
an installation or a transfer. What do you do with those people in 
a case of that kind ? 

Mr. Irons. Well, in the disestablishment of one of these units un- 
der our civilian procedures, the Air Force, or any agency that hap- 
pens to be involved in it, has to either separate or demote or trans- 
fer those employees in accordance with Commission regulations under 
the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. 

If this is an isolated installation and there is no other Air Force 
unit within the commuting distance, it would probably mean that 
those people, whether they are straight civilians or civilans with 
Reserve capacity, that is, Reserve membership, would be separated 
from the rolls of the Government. 

Mr. Wameter. In other words, you are not obligated to find a place 
for them? 

Mr. Irons. No, no, no—no. 

Mr. Wamp ter. The other thing I wanted to ask is: Where you have 
an Air National Guard technician program and an Air Force Reserve 
technician program, do you have two separate administrations for 
those, or do you unify the two in order to utilize the personnel that 
you have? 

Mr. Irons. Mr. Congressman, the Air Reserve technicians are Fed- 
eral civilians, with Reserve status. The National Guard technicians 
I have already told the committee I am not competent to discuss, be- 
cause they are State employees, and I am just simply not familiar with 
them at all. The Federal Civil Service has nothing to do with them. 

Mr. Wampter. Well, may I ask this: Do we not have establishments 
at various places where we have the Air National Guard in operation 
and the Air Force Reserve, and have those people employed under the 
two agencies ? 

Mr. Irons. Congressman, I am not competent to answer. I just 
don’t know anything about the Air National Guard, where it is lo- 
cated, who runs it, how big it is, or what it consists of. I just don’t 
know. 

Mr. Wampter. Could somebody answer that ? 

General Wirson. Could I help out? 

Mr. Wamrter. Yes. 

General Witson. There are several places where the Air National 
Guard and the Air Force reservists are located on the same field. For 
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example, at Bradley Field, Conn., that isone. Hensley Field, Tex., is 
one. There area total of about 14, sir, around the country. 

Mr. Rivers. What part of Georgia? I know you have one in 
Georgia. 

General Witson. Well, we got one in Marietta, Ga., where the Air 
Force Reserve and the Air National Guard are on the same field. 

Mr. Wamrter. I would like to pursue this just a little bit further 
from this angle. Where you have such a similar—say an operation, 
not similar, but it is an operation, and you have the technician that has 
the requirements for his aptitudes, abilities, and intelligence—— 

General Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Wampter. Which are on the same level in both organizations. 

General Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wampter. Now, do you divorce those two or do you 

General Witson. They are completely divorced, sir. One is under 
the Federal Civil Service Commission. The other is run by the State, 
as State employees. The air technician program is run from the 
National Guard Bureau, with allotment of funds that have been 
appropriated by Congress, based on manning documents established 
by the National Guard Bureau to the States. The funds are allotted 
to the States. The people are paid on Federal checks by the USP and 
FO of the State. 

Mr. Wampter. May [ ask this: Is there any parallel? 

General Witson. The pay of the two are parallel, sir. 

Mr. Wampter. Yes. 

General Witson. In other words 

Mr. Rivers. May I interrupt there? You have a civilian employee 
that gets $10,300 ? 

General Wizson. Yes, sir. I have what we call an NGC-13, which 
is the same—— 

Mr. Rivers. If he got out and got very active in politics, he 
wouldn’t be affected by any Federal law, in your opinion ? 

General Wizson. No, sir. He would be iffected by this, Mr. Chair- 
man, in the fact that the Air Force has designated to the States un- 
der what criteria a man must be hired. In other words, he has to meet 
certain qualifications to be able to qualify for this position. 

Mr. Rivers. Because you are an adviser to them ? 

General Wirson. Sir? 

Mr. Wampter. You are an adviser to them ? 

General Wiuson. Yes, sir. There are inspections annually by the 
Continental Air Command to see if the people are doing their job. 
As you know, this technician program in the guard, both Army and 
Air, have been in since 1933. This is nothing new in the National 
Guard. In fact, it has been going since 1933, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Mr. Wampler. I didn’t want to interrupt 

ou. 
: Mr. Wampter. I think that gives me enough information. 

Mr. Rivers. Are you finished ? 

Mr. Wameter. I am satisfied on this point. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I want to pursue the matter Mr. Wampler was pursu- 
ing. You do have it in the guard, but there is no redtape for firing the 
guy, is there ? 
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General Winson. No, sir. That is based entirely on the competency 
of the individual. 

Mr. Bray. And pursuing that same thing further, if he—for in- 
stance, what position might that 13 be holding ? 

General Witson. He will probably be base detachment commander, 
as we call him in the guard. 

Mr. Bray. All right. When the boss says, whoever that man is— 
when the Governor says he is no longer qualified, that is it. 

General Wuson. He gets his pay. 

Mr. Bray. He gets his pay vet leaves? 

General Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. He is still not carried on the payroll indefinitely after 
he ceases to fill that slot ? ' 

General Wixson. No, sir. We have the policy that these tech- 
nicians must be members of the unit. We got them for one purpose. 
They are to do the work that can’t be done by the part-timers on the 
day-to-day mission. We have to have those people that are fully 
qualified, to be able to go on active duty with the unit. That is the 
basis of it. They are the hard core. 

Mr. Bray. Now pursuing also. I think General Anderson made 
a very fine—I think he expressed it the best that I have heard it ex- 
pressed, that when that squadron commander ceases to be a squadron 
commander, he would have the relatively same efficiency as the sec- 
retary that went blind and could not fit into the job. I think that fits 
in very well. 

And you do havea system. I do not in any way object to the system 
to have on full pay technicians. But I do wish you would give some 
thought to the possibilities of having these technicians apply more to 
your—like staff work, really what technicians mean. I could never 
think of battalion and squadron commanders as technicians. Now, 
that is your radioman, for instance, your installations commander, 
supplies, and all that. 

And I do hope you will give some thought to that. Because I want 
you to bear in mind—and also speaking to the Air Force representa- 
tives here—this was all done without the benefit of legislation. It 
was your own baby. It wasn’t ours. We have done nothing on this. 
And which I am very, very happy, the way the future looks to me on 
this program. And maybe we shouldn't bail you out by legislation 
until it has gotten in worse shape than what it is. Isn’t that true? 
This was not done by any specific legislation ; is that right ? 

Mr. Irons. That is correct, sir. It was an effort on the part of the 
Air Force and then with the active support and concurrence of the 
Civil Service Commission, to try to, within the framework of existing 
law, resolve what the Air Force considered to be a real problem. 

Mr. Bray. What I mean is: This committee or Congress did not 
make any legislation mentioning this matter in which we are now 
having these discussions; is that correct ? 

Mr. Irons. Not specifically ; no, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t know why we should dignify it with legislation. 

I kind of agree with the chairman. Because we might get it more 
complicated ian what it is. I don’t quite see how wecould. But that 
is entirely possible. 

Mr. Rivers. You would agree if you think we shouldn’t touch it by 
legislation now. They might shaban it. You agree with it. 

34066—59—No. 30 —26 
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Mr. Bray. That is what Isaid. I said I agreed with you. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, excuse me. 

Mr. Bray. I said I agreed with you. 

Mr. Rivers. Here is the only thing that goes on in my mind. 

Now, the Air Force testifies—on this discussion, you are not a mem- 
ber of the Air Force. 

General Wixson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are the National Guard. The Air Force testified 
it is hard to get these people and you have got to protect them under 
civil service. You testified that it is hard to get them. They are not 
protected by anything. They can be in today and gone tomorrow. 
And yet you are doing a good job. And the proof of the pudding is in 
eating. You are making these 119’s operate, which the regular service 
had trouble doing. And the proof of it is you have a fine safety 
record. 

Another proof is you went down here to Jacksonville or Eglin 
and won first prize in precision bombing, or whatever that was. Which 
shows you that you got leadership. And it shows you the consistency 
of the American—no other people can do that. Here is one doing a 
good job and here is another doing a good job. I think we are pretty 
wise just leaving it the way it is. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Of course, there is one thing that the technicians are looking for in 
the guard, and that is something similar to what you are discussing in 
this bill, is that they are interested in realizing that they have to be a 
member, they have to be physicially qualified, they have to be able to 
go on active duty, but like everybody else, they are looking for a time 
when they reach an age that they could be retired and not being pro- 
moted out at 7, 14, and 21 years. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, we are going to take care of that. These areas are 
interesting. Both of you can point to magnificent efficiency. 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And fine records of safety, administration, and every- 
thing, I think. 

General Wirson. I think, Mr. Chairman, if you go back into the 
record, back 4 years ago, when the Air Force Reserve started, the 
Air Reserve technician program, I think the basis of it was the success 
that the Air Guard had had with the technician program. And since 
the Air Force Reserve is a Federal component, and they don’t have 
the authority to go to the States for their hearing, the only way it 
could work would be under the Federal civil service. 

Mr. Rivers. I think the only thing we ought to do is to bring up the 
GS’s along with the military. I don’t know what Mr. Irons’ status is. 
I know it would be at least an 18. 

Mr. Irons. I wouldn’t settle for less. 

Mr. Rivers. As an 18, you only get $17,500 ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir; about $2,500 short. 

Mr. Rivers. A two-star general gets almost $19,000. 

Mr. Irons. They have it good. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, both of you are doing an excellent job. I 
think it is about $19,000. 

General Wirson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Eighteen. And I helped to write that. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. We appreciate it, too. 
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Mr. Rivers. You see, if I had been on the subcommittee, you would 
have gotten alittlehigher. [Laughter | 

Mr. Rivers. We at long last recognized our military. And at long 
last we paid the four stars and three stars. The four star gets $25,000. 
The Chief of Staff gets—what, 29? 

Mr. StatinsHEK. It is on that list there, the preceding page. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. $30,000. 

Mr. Bray. Just to clarify. Frankly, I think I talked too much here 
already. But I do want to state my position. My objection to this 
isn’t the pay of the technicians, although I think you can go too far on 
that. We don’t want the military to become a WPA. But I do 
want—my objection to it is: When a man ceases to fill the military job 
that calls for that technician’s rating, that moment his pay and status 
should cease. 

Now, I realize you have a deep problem in civil service. The mere 
fact that it has worked in the States in the guard and worked very 
well—and we haven’t expanded it very much, too, as you know. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Does not mean it is going to work under a different 
system. And as to whether it is going to become a debating society, 
on what his status is going to be. I can’t think of anything less use- 
ful than a battalion commander without a battalion. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Irons, we appreciate immensely your coming up 
and helping us with this problem. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. General McGowan and General Strait and General 
Wilson, if the three of you will come up. 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

General McGowan. Here, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Have a seat, sir. You are the senior officer. You sit 
right there in that biggest chair. 

General McGowan. He is the senior officer. He is bigger, too. 

Mr. Rivers. He is not senior this morning. We are going to make 
you senior right now. 

General McGowan. Thank you for that promotion, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. What is that, sir? 

General McGowan. Thank you for promoting me this morning. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir; we are liberal up here, because of your fine 
record. 

Now do you have a prepared statement ? 

General McGowan. I do not, sir. I am prepared to answer ques- 
tions, or as desired. 

Mr. Rivers. General Strait, do you have a prepared statement ? 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir; a very short one, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s get the prepared statemet on the record. Is it 
very short? 

rs hte Srrair. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You prefer to read it or summarize it ? 

General Srrarr. I can read it shortly, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. General Wilson, you do not have a prepared state- 
ment $ 

General Witson. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Rivers. Fine. 
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General Srrarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before this committee during 
its detailed examination of the proposed modifications to the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act of 1954. 

It was my pleasure to present a statement to this committee on 
June 5, 1959, when I expressed the views of the Air Force Association 
on the major problem areas affecting the administration of ROPA 
since it became law. Today I would like to present some further 
comments with respect to clause 61 of H.R. 5083 which amends section 
8854 of title 10 of the United States Code. The clause provides for 
the retention in an active status of Reserve officers who are employed 
ms wang technicians with the Air Force Reserve or Air National 

uard, 

For many years it has been concluded that much of the successful 
progress and development of the Air National Guard may be directly 
attributed to the fine hard core of air technicians who labor daily in 
support of their respective units. The Congress recognized the spe- 
cial category of this group when it enacted Public Law 115 of the 
84th Congress which provided an amendment to the Air Force title 
of ROPA by adding the following new section : 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, a Reserve officer who becomes 
a civilian employee of the Air National Guard prior to the effective date of this 
act may not, before attaining age 60, while so employed and without his con- 
sent, be removed from active status by reason of any mandatory promotion 
provisions contained herein, except for cause, physical disability, or by reason 
of being twice passed over for promotion to the grade of captain, major, or 
lieutenant colonel. 

This legislation provided some protection to air technician officers 
who were hired prior to July 1, 1955; however it does not protect any 
individual employee subsequent to the above date. 

Changes in program, authorization of new positions, and resigna- 
tions to accept more gainful employment creates a requirement to 
periodically hire new employees srithiti the air technician program. 
Consequently it is becoming increasingly more difficult to hire indi- 
viduals of the caliber necessary to fulfil the jeb peculiarities of 
positions within the air technician structure as we can provide no 
security or retainability for any employee hired since July 1, 1955. 

An air technician must be a member of the unit and if employed 
when a 24-year-old lieutenant, he will be faced with the periodic prob- 
ability of mandatory discharge from his employment at age 31, 38, 
45, and 52, respectively, and no possibility of supplemental retirement 
income until age 60. 

In my wing, I have experienced the loss of two base operations 
supervisors, and a flying training instructor during the last year, all 
of whom had critical professional skills in jet operations. In view 
of the lack of any stated security or retainability, they made appli- 
cations and two were hired by the Federal Aviation Agency as air 
traffic controllers and the other as a chief pilot. These individuals 
are now members of the Federal civil service system and, as such, 
have provided adequate security for their families. 

Provisions to correct this inequity and to provide job permanency 
were in the original legislation recommended by the Secretary of the 


Air Force to the Department of Defense and concurred in by the Air 
Section 5 Committee and the Reserve Forces Policy Board. These 
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provisions were elimintaed by the Bureau of the Budget during its 
review and, therefore, H.R. 7325 omits this vital feature. 

H.R. 5083 provides the amendment to retain air technician officers, 
and as a tactical commander dedicted to the continued development 
and increased capability of our Reserve forces, I urge this committee 
to favorably consider clause 61 of H.R. 5083. This clause will 
provide a powerful recruiting device, and career incentive for air 
technicians. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, General Strait. 

Now, Mr. Slatinshek, we didn’t take any action on this yesterday ? 

Mr. SiatTiInsHEK. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What did we take action on yesterday ¢ 

Mr. SLatInsHEK. Well, sir, the general has reference to the identical 
Air Force provision. We were working on 3854, clause 31. 

Mr. Rivers. We acted on what yesterday ? 

Mr. StatrnsHEK. The actions were on the previous clauses, to clause 
30, and we also acted upon the effective date of the attritive provisions. 

Mr. Rivers. Effective date of the attritive provision ? 

Mr. SLATINSHERK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That has nothing to do with this? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. No, sir; not directly, that is. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, General Wilson. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You heard the testimony of the general, General Strait, 
who represents the-——— 

General Wiison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. New Jersey? 

General Srrarr. I am here for the National Guard Association this 
morning, sir, but I command an Air Guard wing in New Jersey. 

Mr. Rivers. New Jersey, that is right sir. And you represent the 
Air Guard. 

Do you share—would it put you in any inconsistency as an air officer 
to ask if you share the apprehension of the gentleman ? 

General Wirson. No, sir, I certainly don’t think it would, Mr. 
Chairman. As you know, this provision was air staffed and became 
a part of the original air staff position on this bill, sir. 

r. Rivers. Well, now, let me ask you this. The Governor of the 
State can fire you. 

General Srrarr. He certainly can, sir. 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. How are you going to protect your security there? 

General] Srrarr. Well, sir, under our State status in New Jersey, the 
saris can fire me, but it is only for cause and if I am not doing my 
job. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. Well, I mean, say—the philosophy of the Na- 
tional Guard is that they are the arm of the Governor of the State. 
That is the philosophy of it. 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Am I correct ? 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now we can only give security from where we sit. 
But we can’t give you security, sarod. 
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General Srrarr. Well, sir, the provisions of the change that we 
would like to make are to permit this individual to be removed for 
cause or for being—— 

Mr. Rivers. Twice passed over. 

General Srrarr. Or for physical disability or for failure of pro- 
motion. 

Mr. Rivers. Failure of promotion, physical disability, or for cause. 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

General Strair. We are not trying to protect any man who, so to 
speak, can’t handle the job. 

Mr. Rivers. There used to be an expression—I am glad to see it is 
gone—of soldiering on the job. You remember that, onal? 

General McGowan. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. That thing is gone now. They have changed that—off 
the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. I think that is all I have to say about that. I think 
all of you—General McGowan, you are here to answer questions. Have 
you anything you would like to say, General McGowan ? 

General McGowan. Only to state, sir, that on the Army side, we 
fully subscribe to the sentiments as expressed by—that is, I fully sub- 
ak to the sentiments as expressed by General Strait. 

Mr. Rivers. Now that is the National Guard Bureau speaking. 

General McGowan. Well, that is General McGowan, Chief of the 
Army Division, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is not the U.S. Army speaking. 

General McGowan. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is you speaking. 

General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And you are giving us the view of the —— 

General McGowan. However, I would like to state to the Chairman, 
sir, that like General Wilson, I have no hesitancy in making this state- 
ment, because we have no official staff position determined with re- 
spect to this matter. 

7 ve. Rivers. That has nothing to do with you, General, or Secretary 
ridge. 

Mr. Frivcr. I didn’t understand you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I say that has nothing to do with your problem, has it? 

Mr. Frince. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Philbin? 

Mr. Puteri. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bray? 

Mr. Bray. Only this. Your comments, General, were directed to 
the fact of relieving officers on the 28th year or—that if you are a tech- 
nician, you can serve on until you are 60, instead of maybe leaving at 
48 or 51, or wherever that time the 28th year comes in. 

Now, Mr. Slatinshek, is that the same provision that the Depart- 
ment of Defense as represented here opposed ? 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Well, sir, it is not in the Department of Defense 
bill and consequently—— 

Mr. Bray. What I am talking about: In the previous testimony— 
who made that testimony ? 
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Mr. Rivers. Well, Colonel Dickens? 

Colonel Dickens. Dickens. 

Mr. River. Colonel Dickens. 

Mr. Bray. Is that what you proposed—— 

Mr. Rivers. You are—— 

Colonel Eceieron. Colonel Eggleton. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Eggleton. 

Colonel Eacteron. Colonel Eggleton. 

Mr. Bray. Who spoke for the Department of Defense here ? 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Colonel Brackett. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel Brackett. 

Colonel Dickens. Colonel Brackett yesterday spoke for the De- 
partment of Defense. 1 84 

Mr. Bray. Were you opopsed to this part of the legislation that the 
Air National Guard is now proposing ? 

Colonel Brackerr. The Department of Defense is opposed to both 
the amendments as they pertain to the Army and to the Air Force; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I thought. I want to get a clear-cut issue 
here. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Did anyone here from the Regular Air Force testify on 
that matter ? 

Mr. Rivers. He can do both. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Colonel Brackett. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Brackett can do both. 

Mr. Bray. You testified on behalf of the Regular Air Force and 
the Office of Secretary of Defense ? 

Colonel Brackett. I testified for the Office of Secretary of Defense 
and also for the Air Force. But the major portion of the testimony 
for the Air Force was made by Mr. Fridge, Deputy Secretary. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Fridge said this didn’t affect them. 

Mr. Fringz. This is a National Guard problem. It does relate to 
= _ Reserve portion only as the two programs are more or less side 

y side. 

Mr. Bray. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, this affects both the Air National 
Guard and the Army National Guard, is that correct ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

It is contained in another provision later on, but there is an identical 
provision, you see, for the Air National Guard. 

Mr. Bray. That is what I mean. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Now, Colonel Eggleton, you testified that the Army 
was opposed to this. 

Colonel Eacieron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Is that correct? 

Colonel Eeaieton. That is correct. 

Mr. Bray. Thatisall. The issue is clarified. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

“ - Winsteap. General, you referred to how many losses you have 
ad. 

General Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WinsteEap. Do you assume this is the reason you lost these men ? 
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General Srrarr. Not necessarily, sir, entirely. It was a contribut- 
ing factor to their leaving the organization, because there has been 
so much publicity on ROPA in the last few years because of some 
of the administrative problems that have come up about it that it is 
now a known fact among all of our people that there are certain pro- 
visions in ROPA which do have a very deterring effect on them as 
individuals and their future. 

And this was one of the things—these are some of the problems 
that these people are thinking about. 

One reason that it affected me particularly is because we had a new 
Federal Aviation Agency open up; that is, a new research center at 
Atlantic City, and right away additional opportunities became avail- 
able to these people. Also the expansion of the Federal Aviation 
Agency’s program throughout the country is providing avenues for 
these individuals who have these particular skills. 

So with the fact that that does take them under the Federal civil 
service system, right away it eliminates them from losing their job 
before they would become age 60, which was the problem they were 
all facing as they pro into the future as an air technician. 

Mr. Weeumaas: How many did you lose in your unit? Three? 

General Srrarr. I have lost three, sir, within the last year. 

Mr. Wrnsrteap. You think this might play some part in the loss 
of those three, or do you feel——_ 

General Srrarr. I certainly would think so, sir. I know at the 
present time in the Air National Guard we do have some—we are 
short a total of 223 of these air technician officers. I am sure that 
General Wilson can attest to this—that this problem is having some 
effect on the recruitment of those individuals. 

Mr. Wrnsrteap. Has that been more or less of a general happening 
over the country, General ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. I would say that this definitely does 
have an effect, Mr. Winstead. Everyone—I don’t care who he is—is 
looking toward someday—— 

Mr. Winsreap. Retiring? 

General Wurson. Of having a retirement. 

Mr. Winsteap. We are all getting in that frame of mind. 

General Witson. In the Guard we make it pretty hard for him to 
reach that, in that he has to be physically qualified, he has to be men- 
arp capable, and he has got to have a unit and a position to stay there 
so that he can remain a technician. So if he gets all of those things, 
then he has the situation I outline when he reaches a certain age. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Yes. 

General Wirson. In addition to that, he knows he will not be pro- 
moted out after 7, 14, or 21 years of service. 

Mr. Winsteap. We have practically everybody in the country pro- 
tected under some kind of a retirement pension or something. 

What we have to worry about now is to keep the same fellow from 
getting too many. 

It looks like we overlooked a few in that category. 

General Wirxson. The original bill did take care of that up to—— 

Mr. Wrnsteap. In other words, you do have a problem through- 
out the country. I thought it probably might be centered in some of 
these locations, where you really have more opportunity. 
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General Witson. Yes, it is pretty much throughout the country. 
People looking at this say “What is my possibility?” You go get 
a guy who is competent and has come out of the Air Force and he is 
a fully qualified, trained man, and just what you need, and he says, 
“Well, I am a little leery about that because when I get to be pro- 
moted to captain I am promoted out of this job, so therefore I lose 
my position—or when res to be promoted to a major, I am pro- 
moted out.” 

Mr. Winsreap. Everybody else around him, in every agency you 
can think of, does have some protection ¢ 

General Witson, That is right, sir. It is all through industry, 
through Federal civil service, and through the active establishment. 
People are looking to the 20- or 30-year retirement. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, would it be out of order for me to 
find out why the military is opposed to this? Would this be in 
order ? 

Mr. Purern (presiding). Yes. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Defense does 
have a prepared statement they would like inserted in the record at 
this point outlining their opposition to this particular provision. With 
the permission of the Chair I would like to have Colonel Brackett 
read the statement into the record. 

Mr. Putter. You may read the statement into the record, Colonel 
Brackett. 

Colonel Brackerr. With your permission, I will read both the po- 
sition of the Bureau of the Budget and the position of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. Both of them are very short. 

The Bureau of the Budget, in rejecting the proposal that was 
originally submitted to them, said the following: 

This proposal: would require the retention in an active status until the age 
of 60 of Reserve officers who desire to continue as civilian employees of the Air 
National Guard or Air Reserve. It would provide also that higher grade unit 
positions may be authorized for such officers who are promoted, so that they 
would not be forced out of the unit by a lack of position vacancies. Somewhat 
similar language, covering Air National Guard technicians employed prior to 
July 1, 1955, is found in present law. Such language appears to be undesir- 
able and its extension to additional employees seems most objectionable. It tends 
to subordinate military requirements of fitness and age to the goal of assuring 
continuous civilian employment. It would authorize and encourage the de- 
velopment of units whose officers would not be able to fulfill the requirements 
of their positions and it could be expected to affect adversely the mobilization 
readiness of the unit. The mandatory elimination provisions of the Reserve 
Officer Personnel Act were designed to provide continuing turnover and, hence, 
to insure the vitalization of the Reserve. It is noted that similar provisions 
have not been proposed for Army National Guard technicians and it is under- 
stood that the Army considers such a requirement to be undesirable. 

Those were the reasons for the rejection on the part of the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

The Department of Defense, which is supported by the Air Force 
and the Army in this position, has this to say in regard to this 
provision : 


The mission of the Ready Reserve is to provide qualified individuals and 
units at a high state of combat readiness available for immediate mobilization 
to augment the Regular forces in time of emergency. Officer type positions 
designated as air commander, operations and training officer, aircraft main- 
tenance officer, airplane pilot, military personnel officer, and communications 
officer are examples of the positions in the air units which are filled by tech- 
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nicians of the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve. Officer-type 
technician positions in the Army Reserve and Army National Guard units are 
primarily those designated as staff assistants at battalion, regimental, or divi- 
sion level performing duties such as adjutant, executive, S-3, and maintenance 
officer. The commander positions of a number of Nike units of the Army 
National Guard are also designated to be manned by technicians. 

Upon mobilization, these officers would immediately be subject to worldwide 
assignment as individuals and deployment with their unit. It is considered 
inadvisable to expect key officer personnel in the battalion or squadron who 
are from 55 to 60 years of age to have the vigor and vitality to properly 
perform their duties. 

The exemption of technicians from the length of service attritive provisions 
tends to subordinate military requirements of fitness and age to the goal of 
assuring continuous civilian employment. It would authorize and encourage 
the development of units whose officers would not be able to fulfill the require- 
ments of their positions and thus adversely affect the mobilization readiness of 
the units. 

In evaluating this question, it is believed the effects on the mobilization 
readiness of Ready Reserve units is the overriding consideration and takes prece- 
dence over all other factors. On this basis, it is believed that the amendment 
of ROPA to protect technicians is not sound. 

Mr. Rivers. For the National Guard ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. The Air National Guard, the Army National 
Guard and the Air Reserve. That position is addressed to all three. 

Colonel Dickens. Mr. Chairman, may I add just a word to that? 

Mr. Rivers. The Air Reserve—we are not including the Air Force 
Reserve in this, are we? 

Mr. SiatiInsHEK. Yes, sir. Not in this provision, but there is an 
identical provision later on. 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that at variance with the testimony of Mr. Irons? 

Mr. StatinsHeK. No, sir. Mr. Irons was simply addressing him- 
self to the problem of discharge of these technicians. In the case of 
the Air Force Reserve, of course, they are civil service employees. In 
the case of the guard, that is not true. But our section here is con- 
cerned only with providing an exception to the attrition provisions. 

Mr. Rivers. Of the National Guard ? 

Mr. StatinsHek. In this case the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. StiatrnsHex. But a later provision identical to this addresses 
itself to the Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. We will take that up when we get to it. 

Yes, sir? 

Colonel Dickens. I had just a couple of statistics I would like to 
give. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Dickens. 

Colonel Dickens. As far as the number of people we are talking 
about, sir, in the Air National Guard the total officer strength as of 
March 31 was 8,467 officers. Of that, 1,165 were these air technicians. 
Or a percentage of 13.7 percent. 

In the Air Reserve, the percentage is 5 percent, who are technicians. 

In the Army National Guard, the percentage is 7 percent. 

Mr. Rivers. Seven ? 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. These are the people we are talking 
about, granting special dispensation to continue on. 

It is an equity problem the Department of Defense feels, also, 
that should considered, before the committee decides on this 
question. 
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Mr. Rivers. Now they have testified that these percentages to which 
you refer: 

Colonel Dickens. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. These representatives have testified that the percentages 
to which you refer 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Are the hard core indispensable nucleus. 

General Witson. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what they testified to. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And that they can’t operate without them. 

Colonel Dickens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And they can’t get them without this security that 
they recommend. 

Colonel Dickens. The Department of Defense feels that this hard 
core, however, should be a mobilizable core, and if they are in the 
age of 55 to 60, they are not considered to be mobilizable. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. You say in answer to that they don’t 
have the mobilization potential ? 

Colonel Dickens. Absolutely, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, General Wilson, what do you say to that? 

General Witson. Well, sir, during Korea I have seen some officers 
that were taken on duty in the guard in the grade of colonel, 58 
years old, and served admirably. Granted he may not be—all of the 
1,100 that he is talking about are never going to reach that age be- 
cause we have requirements for the individual. 

Let’s take a pilot officer. When he gets to the point physically 
where he is physically disqualified from flying, even though he may 
be qualified for another job, he is out, because he has to have his 
potential to go on active duty with the unit to stay in the position. 

Mr. Rivers. And one of those prerequisites is proficiency 

General Wirson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And he can’t get it because of age—— 

General Wiison. And he can’t go on duty with them. He would 
no longer be a technician. 

Mr. Rivers. Is there any questions from anybody ? 

Mr. Anpverson. [ have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. I would address my questions to General McGowan. 
General Strait and General Wilson have both testified that the air 
section it gees which we were talking had been air staffed and 
approved. 

i f I remember correctly, yesterday Colonel Eggleton, the Depart- 
ment of the Army representative, stated that the National Guard 
Bureau had not requested the Army section and, of course, was not 
included. Could you explain? 

General MoGowan. As I understood Colonel Eggleton’s testimony 
yesterday, which was factually correct, it was that the National 
Guard Bureau had not made such a proposal to the Chief of Staff. 

During 1958, two proposals were initiated by the National Guard 
Bureau within the Army Staff. Both received objections. The first 
was withdrawn and a second proposal designed to meet some of the 
objections, was circulated in the Staff by the National Guard Bureau. 
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About the first of this year, the second proposal was received— 
was nonincurred in by other segments of the Staff. _ 

An up-to-date proposal has not since been submitted by the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau. And Colonel Eggleton’s answer, if I under- 
stood it correctly, is correct, that no proposal we made reached the 
Chief of Staff. 

Mr. Anperson. But you did make the proposal ? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. And it was stopped in the Department of the 
Army ? 

General McGowan. Well, they didn’t stop it. 

Mr. Anverson. I mean, it didn’t get to the top? 

General McGowan. That is right, and in proper Staff action. 
There is no criticism of the fact it didn’t. 

Mr. Anperson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain ¢ 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wameter. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to address this to Department of Defense and the 
Bureau of the Budget, regarding the actual number of people it would 
affect and the Seipavien of ths entire adoption. How would it be ex- 
pensewise? Can you tell us that? I notice they didn’t mention 
figures in here, in the form of dollars, and no doubt they had that in 
mind quite a bit at the time. 

Colonel Brackerr. They didn’t mention expense, that is the Bu- 
reau of the Budget didn’t mention expense. It is possible that it 
could add to the expense of the program, these savings provisions, 
because the individuals will be promoted and a special vacancy will 
be ereated for them, which would be over and in addition to that 
normally authorized in the T.O. & E. of the unit. 

As a matter of fact, we ran a projection on certain of the Air 
Guard technicians in order to figure out what would happen if this 
savings clause took effect. 

What we did was try to project as they would be promoted over the 
years, at 7, 14, and 21 years and what the end result would be in about 
10 or 11 years. And we figured in some attrition at a rate of about 
2 percent, which I understand the attrition is at the present time. 
And we figured about a 5 percent attrition for failure of promotion 
on certain cases. 

And at the present time, the Air Guard technician distribution is 
165 lieutenants, 385 captains, 216 majors, and 74 lieutenant colonels. 

By the inexorable actions of this savings clause, in about 1968— 
and this is merely a projection, that is an actuarial projection—at a 
minimum, this could result in our having no first lieutenants of the 
original group, and I am not talking about any new hires or anything 
like that, about 54 first lieutenants, 213 majors and 350 lieutenant 
colonels. All of them very likely, or the great majority of them very 
likely, occupying a position vacancy especially created. 

ow the expense civilianwise would probably not increase because 
their civilian position might not change. 

The expense would be in the amount of training pay that they got, 
which is, of course, considerable at 63 and 85 days per year, and the 
additional cost, of course, for retirement. 
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This is a mere projection. It is a little hard to say exactly what 
it would be, but it would add expense to the operation of these units, 
this saving clause. 

Mr. Wampter. I have one other question. General, I would like 
for you to give me a little bit of an answer, if you could, regarding 
the National Guard’s procurement of technicians in comparison with 
the Reserve, the Air Force Reserve, as to the incentive—I mean the 
rome in procuring people. Could you give us a little slant on 
that 

General Witson. Well, the main difference in procurement of the 
people between the guard and the Air Reserve technician is that there 
is no guarantee of any time of ever reaching a.retirement age. 

Mr. Wampter. I realize that. And by realizing that, I wondered 
if you could give us a little bit of the figure, as to where you are having 
difficulty in comparison to the other program ? 

General Witson. Well, the main thing is trying to get individuals 
that meet our qualifications for job employment. I would say that 
most of the people that are coming into the program know of the 
amendments that are proposed by ROPA at the present time and a 
lot of them are coming in hoping that the 7, 14, 21 and the maximum 
retirement would be extended to age 60 or to a time when they would 
reach retirement age, sir. 

Mr. Wampter. What I would like to ask you: What difficulty is 
the Air Force Reserve having in procuring these technicians ? 

General Wuson. I think the difference between the two is: The 
Air Force Reserve—I can’t speak for them. I think it is in the 
qualification, would it not be? 

Mr. Frince. We really have no difficulty in securing people. 

General Wirson. We have no difficulty. 

Mr. Frmce. We have purposely gone into this program over a time 
phase of this past year. We started out in April of 1958. There 
were about 4,500 spaces to be filled. We now have approximately 
3,600 of them filled. 

Mr. Wampter. May I go ahead and ask this question? Are you 
losing in the Air National Guard many proficient technicians to the 
other force, on account of the fact that you can’t give them? 

General Wixson. We have lost a few, sir. We have lost a few; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Chairman, I think that is a decided point to 
consider, I mean the fact that it is actually a discrimination to a great 
extent, that is causing one particular branch to not meet the proficiency 
I am sure of the other because the program has a greater incentive. I 
think the balance of the two definitely should be a great considering 
factor. Thank you. 

“ — Rivers. You are speaking in favor of the provision of this 
ill? 

Mr. Wampter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I prefer—is there any other question from any members 
of the committee? Mr. Chamberlain ? 

Mr. CHamBeruain. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Has every member—has any other member got any 
questions ? 


(No response. ) 
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Mr. Rivers. I think I would rather have a larger membership, I 
would like to meet this afternoon and get this thing ironed out. Mr. 
Philbin feels that maybe we shouldn’t because of the bill on the floor. 


How does the committee feel ? 

Mr. Wampter. I think we are going to be might busy. 

Mr. Anverson. I think so, too. 

Mr. Rivers. I think tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

We are not going. Because I want to hear Admiral Ross. He has 
been sitting here. He finally has his provisions cleared by the budget. 


Come on up, Admiral. 
Tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock we will vote on this provision. 
Thank you, General, very much. 
General McGowan. Thank you. 
General Srrarr. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, I wish you would call each member 
and tell him that we are going to vote on this thing tomorrow morning. 
Mr. Morris. You mean just on this provision, and not on the bill? 
Mr. Rivers. No; but we are going to try to get this behind us. 
Admiral Ross, we will be pleased to hear from you. Have a seat. 


Admiral Ross. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Let there be order in the committee. 

Adimral Ross. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am Rear Adm. Richard M. Ross, Chief, Office of Personnel, and flag 
officer in charge of Reserve affairs at Coast Guard Headquarters. 

You will recall that I appeared earlier during the current hearings 
but at that time was unable to present any proposals as to the amend- 
ment of ROPA, insofar as it concerned the Coast Guard Reserve. 
Pursuant to your letter request, I have before me a reply from Mr. 
Flues, Acting Secretary of the Treasury, in response to your inquiry 
which set forth certain proposals which the Coast Guard seeks in the 
way of amendment to ROPA. I should like to read the letter into the 


committee record. 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, June 30, 1959. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of June 10 addressed to the Com- 
mandant, U.S. Coast Guard, you asked for any changes to the Reserve Officer 
Personnel Act of 1954 which the Coast Guard wished to recommend for incor- 
poration in H.R. 7325 and H.R. 5083, now pending before your subcommittee. 

The Commandant appointed an ad hoc committee to study, among other things, 
Reserve promotion problems. The committee has completed its study and has 
submitted recommendations, which have been approved by the Commandant, 
as a result of its findings. These recommendations were designed to assure a 
normal flow of promotions to the grade of commander. 

The first recommendation is that grade percentages be applied to the author- 
ized number of officers instead of the onboard number, and that the authorized 
percentages in the grade of commander be increased and the authorized percent- 
age in the grade of lieutenant commander be reduced to the same extent that the 
grade of commander is increased. The second recommendation is that an attri- 
tion feature be added which will allow the Secretary to convene boards to remove 
from an active status certain officers in order to reduce excess numbers and to 
permit the orderly flow of promotions. 

The substance of the second amendment has been approved by this Depart- 
ment and within the administration. Such approval has not, however, been 
given with respect to the first amendment because of considerations of time and 
because of a belief that a comprehensive study of Ready Reserve requirements, 
clearly related to current mobilization plans, should be available for evaluation 
before approval is given to this amendment which would so substantially increase 
present promotion limits. 
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There is attached a comparative print showing how the approved change might 
be made by amendment of the existing law. 
Very truly yours, 
A. GILMORE FLUEs, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


Enclosure to Secretary of the Treasury, letter of June 30, 1959: 


SECTION — 


Title 14, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Chapter 21 is amended by inserting the following new section after sec- 
tion 787: 

“Seo. 787a. ELIMINATION FRoM AcrTivE Status To PROVIDE A FLOW OF PRo- 
MOTION. 

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, whenever the Secre- 
tary determines that such action is necessary to provide a steady flow of promo- 
tions for officers in an active status, he may convene a board to recommend 
an appropriate number of these officers for elimination from an active status. 
Officers so recommended may be eliminated from an active status as provided in 
subsection (b). 

“(b) An officer who is to be eliminated from an active status under this sec- 
tion shall, if qualified, be given an opportunity to request transfer to the appro- 
priate Retired Reserve and, if he requests it, shall be so transferred. If he is 
not transferred to the Retired Reserve, he shall, in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary, be transferred to the appropriate inactive status list or be discharged from 
the Coast Guard Reserve.” 

(2) The analysis of chapter 21 is amended by inserting the following new 
item between items 787 and 788: 

“Spc. 787a. ELIMINATION FroM Active Status To PRoviIpE A FLow oF PrRo- 
MOTION.” 


The enabling legislation sought by an amendment to ROPA will 
permit the Coast Guard to apply forced attrition to all grades in 
the Reserve when needed to induce un orderly flow of promotion. 
As a result of the ad hoc committee’s study, initial application will 
be made only in the grades of captain and commander, and, if enacted, 
it is our intention to provide by regulation that only those Reserve 
officers having either 20 years of satisfactory Federal service or 30 
years of total service may be considered for elimination under this 
section. We further propose that a minimum of 3 years in grade 
will also be a prerequisite prior to such consideration. Furthermore, 
it is our intention by regulation to limit the number of eligible offi- 
cers who may be eliminated during any 1 year to not more than 
50 percent of such eligibles. 

romotions in the Coast Guard are made on a qualified and sen- 
iority basis. Under the running mate principle, as indicated earlier 
before this committee, our Reserve officers are promoted concurrently 
with their Regular contemporaries. Promotions are, therefore, slower 
than under a selection system and again, as indicated earlier, the 
provision of ROPA with regard to elimination after twice failing of 
promotion has been negligible. The concept of forced attrition which 
we recommend will have the desired result of retaining in an active 
status only the best qualified Reserve officers. 

I would be pleased to answer any questions the committee would 
care to ask, 

Mr. Rivers. I will ask Mr. Slatinshek if this recommendation is 
consistent with what we have—with the approach we have taken with 
the other services ? 

Mr. SuatrnsHEK. I can’t—— 
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Mr. Rrvers. It is consistent with the Navy, isn’t it? 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. I can’t answer that, Mr. Chairman. I haven't 
had an opportunity to look at this draft. 

Mr. Rivers. Who can answer that? What about you, Colonel 
Brackett ? 

Mr. SuatinsHex. They have not seen this draft. This draft has 
just come to us in the last few minutes. 

Mr. Rivers. If you don’t know, don’t take up our time. 

Colonel Brackert. All right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What about you, Commander? 

Commander Supnix. I am Commander Sudnik. It is almost iden- 
tical to the Navy provision in title 10, 

Mr. Rivers. Does it make you any more advantageous or disadvan- 
tageous to the treatment of other services ? 

Commander Supnix. No. I believe the Air Force and the Army 
have spelled out excessive numbers—20 and 30 years’ service, whereas 
the Navy provision in title 10 leaves that to the discretion of the 
Board. 

Mr. Rivers. Now this is the recommendation of the ad hoc com- 
mittee? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir, on the attrition end of it. 

Mr. Rivers. Is it substantially 

Admiral Ross. That is more in parallel with the other services. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Mr. SiatrnsHex. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin? 

Mr. Puteri. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain. 

Mr. Cuamperzain. Mr. Slatinshek had something. 

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. Can you tell me, Admiral, whether the recom- 
mendations you have in this particular draft reflect the reeommenda- 
tions of the ad hoc committee ¢ 

Admiral Ross. Partially. 

Mr. SiatinsueK. Can you tell us in what respects they do not? In 
other words, what we would like to know is what your ad hoc com- 
mittee recommended before it was changed again by the Bureau of 
the Budget ? 

Admiral Ross. Our ad hoc committee recommended that the count 
be made on the authorized strength. 

Mr. Rivers. Were you on the ad hoc committee ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You were? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Was that your recommendation ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That was turned down ? 

Admiral Ross. It wasn’t approved. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Rivers. It wasn’t turned down, though, was it? [Further 
laughter. | 

Go ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. StatrnsHEK. I have no other questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Chamberlain ? 
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Does this recommendation—is this your sole 
recommendation for legislative action by this committee with respect 
to this problem ? 

Admiral Ross. No, sir. We also recommended—as I understand 
your question, it is, what I presented today is the sole recommendation 
of the committee ? 

Mr. CHamBer.aINn. For legislation ; yes. 

Admiral Ross. No, sir; we had one other one. We recommended 
that our count be made on our authorized strength instead of our 
onboard strength. And also we made some percentage changes, low- 
ering 214 percent for commander—increasing 214 percent for the com- 
manders and subtracting that from the lieutenant commanders. That 
would bring us more in line with the other services. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampter. No questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, now does this recommendation leave 
them out of line with the rest of the services? 

Mr. SiatrnsHEK. No, sir; it appears not to. 

Mr. Rivers. You studied that 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Our cursory examination of the language—— 

Mr. Rivers. Where does this thing come in the bill ? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Toward the latter portion of the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Isee. We havetime to look into it. 

Mr. SiaTinsHeEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, you look into it and see how it fits in. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you have the original recommendation of the ad 
hoc committee ? 

Mr. StatinsHeK. I am going to get it from the admiral. I would 
like him to make it available as a matter of official—it is an official 
request from the Chair; is that correct, Mr. Chairman ? 

{r. Rivers. Since it wasn’t turned down, as you have testified, if 
we were to decide to include it, would it give your service more ad- 
vantages than the other services ? 

Admiral Ross. Well, it wasn’t approved by the administration or 
by the Treasury. 

Mr. Rivers. Did you hear my question ? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you mind answering it? 

Admiral Ross. I will give you my personal answer. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Admiral Ross. It would. 

Mr. Rivers. It would? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Why did you recommend it ? 

Admiral Ross. Well, sir 

Commander Supnik. Excuse me. I don’t believe that the admiral 
really has heard your question. 

You mean has this change—will this change give to the Coast Guard 
an advantage over the other services? Isn’t that your question ? 

Mr. Rivers. The recommendation of the ad hoc committee. 

Commander Supnik. Over the other services? 
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Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Admiral Ross. Oh, no. It will bring us more in line with the other 
services. I am sorry, I misunderstood your question. 

Mr. Rivers. The ad hoc committee made a recommendation which 
would bring you in line with the other services? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That was not approved ? 

Admiral Ross. Not in its entirety. 

Mr. Rivers. That was not approved. Therefore, it was partially 
approved; but if it had been approved, you would have been nearer 
in line with the other services, is that right? 

Commander Supnik. That is right. 

Admiral Ross. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, if we approve the ad hoe recommendation, 
you will be better off than you are with this recommendation ? 

Admiral Ross. In my opinion. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that right? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So you look into that. 

Mr. SuatInsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CuampBertain. Mr. Chairman, could we ask the admiral if he 
could tell us, if he knows, the reasons why it was not approved. 

Admiral Ross. Well, one of them is in the letter saying that he 
thought the promotions would get out of line. That is stated in the 
letter from the Secretary. 

Mr. Rivers. You know, I have a special regard for the Coast Guard. 
And I don’t think you have anybody batting for you. TI ama member 
of the Merchant Marine Committee, too. And everybody who ever 
gets in trouble in any kind of a category, in any little old boat, they 
always holler for the Coast Guard. 

But you don’t have enough people on Capitol Hill fighting for you. 
And I think you know that as well as I do. 

Wherever we can help you in basic legislation, I am going to do it. 

Admiral Ross. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t.care whether you like itor not. [Laughter.] 

I assume you will like it. 

Mr. CuamMBerxain. You are absolutely right, Mr. Chairman. I am 
sure your sentiments are shared. 

Mr. Puirsrn. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, that is true; the Coast Guard is the least 
appreciated of all the services. And I say that advisedly. And your 
war record has been just as good as anybody’s on earth and your 
peacetime record is always good, because it is resplendent with all 
these acts of mercy all over the line. 

_ I remember your convoys to Murmansk. You were even in the 
invasion on any front I ever heard of during the war; isn’t that true? 

Admiral Ross. Yes, sir. | 

Mr. Rivers. I think we are going to try to help you wherever we 
can. That is my position. I don’t have but one vote. 

Mr. Pitty. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I think the service 
of the Coast Guard is outstanding. I am sure the committee will give 
every consideration possible to the Coast Guard. 
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Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. We are back on the record, Sam. We are going to 
give it our serious attention. Thank you very much, Admiral. 

Admiral Ross. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, you go over that. 
' Mr. SuatinsHek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will recess until 10 o’clock. 

Colonel Eccieron. Sir, may I take a moment to assure the com- 
mittee that the Army position concerning the Army National Guard 
technicians was pra and approved by Mr. Milton. It is not just 

y my position or an Army Staff position. 

Mr. Rivers. We understand it. 

Colonel Eccietron. Fine. Thank you, sir. 


f Mr. Rivers. We understand that. I think we spent enough time on 
it. Tomorrow we have to vote. You know of my affection for Mr. 
Milton. 
Colonel Eaaireron. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Rivers. We will vote on this tomorrow. 


(Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, July 2, 1959.) 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscomMiTTee No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, July 2, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. 

I was hopeful we could arrive at some kind of a conclusion on see- 
tion 31 of chapter 63—I mean by adding a new section, paragraph 3, 
but when I went on the floor veuebday¥ found the House is having 
little business today and all of the Members are gone. I would pre- 
fer to have a full membership here, if I could, on this part of the 
section, and I would prefer to have a roundtable discussion with the 
members of the committee before we vote, because I think there are 
some areas here that we ought to discuss among ourselves. 

With just a small membership here this morning and those who will 
be here—did Mr. Fisher have to go out of town ? 

Mr. SiaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And Mr, Bray is out of town ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHexk. And Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt is out of town. 

Mr. Statinsuex. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Philbin is out of town. Who else? 

Mr. StatinsHexk. Philbin, Van Zandt, Bray, and Fisher. 

Mr. Rivers. Fisher. 

General Srravss. And Anderson. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. And General Anderson. 

Mr. Rivers. General Anderson. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So I don’t think that is enough. 











2394 


Is there anything anybody else wants to say on this provision ? 

General Strauss, we have heard from you at length. 

What about you, Colonel? Did we hear from you, Colonel Boyer? 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are not for this section, are you? 

Colonel Boyer. What is that? 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t favor this section ? 

Colonel Borer. Yes, sir; we do. 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

Discussion off the record.) 
lonel Boyer. Our section—a mandate from them and the man- 
date from the general convention is very strong and they urgently 
desire this for their Air Reserve training. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. I was going to ask General Strauss a question as 
to the language we have here and the way in which—if it were ac- 
cepted and passed favorably, the way it would be implemented. We 
speak here: 

A vacancy may be especially created if necessary to give effect to mandatory 
promotion of an officer under this section. 

We are thinking in terms of a technician who has been promoted, 
let’s say from one grade to another, and he had originally been 
recruited to perform a function as a technician in a particular grade. 

What would the result be? You would have two officers, then, as- 
signed to this particular unit, to the same billet. Isn’t that in effect 
what would occur? 

General Srrauss. No; that is not correct. 

What the result is, Mr. Chairman, is that if you had, for instance, 
a major or a captain—let’s say we had a captain who was a civilian 
employee of the guard at the same time he was a captain in the guard 
oa he was considered for promotion under the mandatory provisions 
of the act, selected and promoted at the particular time prescribed in the 
act to the grade of major; then the vacancy that would be especially 
created for him would be the grade of major, and instead of serving as 
a captain in a captain’s vacancy he would be permitted to serve as a 
major in a captain’s vacancy. 

Mr. StatinsHex. General Strauss, what I am saying, though, he 
would continue to perform the same function he had before? 

General Strauss. The same civilian function and military function. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. In other words, what you are doing is changing 
your TO, isn’t that it? 

(General Strauss nods. ) 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. And isn’t that something you can do administra- 
tively ¢ 

a Srravss. It is something that has been done administra- 
tively. 

Mr. StatrnsHEK. Well, it is always done administratively ? 

General Srrauss. No; it hasn’t been done. 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. Because I don’t know of any instance where you 
establish the TO by law. 

General Strauss. No; no TO is established by law. But the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau has been informed, I believe, by the Department 
of the Air Force, who has been doing this administratively, awaiting 
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the action of this committee in this respect, and has informed that they 
will not continue the administrative action—I think I am correct in 
that—providing the committee turns it down. 

Mr. StatinsHEK. The point is: If the committee took no action in 
respect to this, this would not create an insurmountable problem for 
you? 

General Srravss. It creates a problem that the Department of the 
Air Force is on record they will not continue this relief for these 
particular people. Now that is only part of the job; the other part of 
the provision is the retirement for service in grade. 

Mr. SiatinsHEeK. Well, this you say isa departmental policy. They 
say they will not continue to give relief to these people. This is again 
administrative; it is an administrative determination. 

General Strauss. We—— 

Mr. SuatinsHek. It can be changed. 

General Srravuss. At the present time you have it in the law for 
the Air Guard, from 1955. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Up to 1955. 

General Srrauss. Including all those who were in prior to the 
effective date of the act? 

Mr. SiatrnsHEeK. To 1955. 

mr. Rivers. That is under the bill that was passed in the 84th Con- 

ress ? 

: Mr. StatinsHek. Public Law 115; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If this section were stricken from the bill, would it 
affect your understanding with the Civil Service Commission in re- 
spect to the Air Reserve? 

Colonel Brackerr. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Mrwnor. Not this section, because the section before us only 
deals with the Army National Guard. 

Mr. StatrnsueK. Well, Mr. Minor, the chairman has reference to 
the policy that will affect, of course, the Army Air National Guard 
and Air Force Reserve. 

Mr. Mrnor. Even the Air Force section would have nothing to do 
with the civil service status of these people. It would have no effect. 

Colonel Brackett. Mr. Irons said yesterday—he cautioned against 
any legislature language. 

Mr. Ivers. Who? 

Colonel Bracxerr. Mr. Irons. 

Mr. Mrnor. Civil Service. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Of the Civil Service, I think, made it clear that 
he didn’t feel that the Air Force should have or needed any change. 
In fact, he thought it would be unwise for a change at the present time. 

Mr. Rivers. As far as the Reserves are concerned. He didn’t ven- 
ture an opinion on the National Guard. 

Colonel Brackett. No. 

Mr. Rivers. He wouldn’t get drawn into that. 

Colonel Brackett. No. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Minor, now you have handled a lot of these statutes. 
This disturbs me. I want you all to understand. It disturbs me more 
than anything I know. The charge that we are creating a special 
class of military people. 

Now, is that true or not, if we leave this section as it is? 
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Mr. Minor, Well, I don’t think there is any doubt that this does 
create a special class of people. They are not the only ones who are 
in this class. Presently, the officers assigned to the Selective Service 
System enjoy this sort of a privilege also. 

Mr. Rivers. But they are not combat people. 

Mr. Minor. No, sir. That is the only other group that I know of 
that today have these rights. 

Mr. Rivers. These are combat people. Now, these are combat men. 
Now, you are a Reserve officer. ow many years have you served ? 

Mr. Minor. Me? Well, I had 8 years. Iam not a Reserve officer 
any longer. 

r. Rivers. Well, you are a veteran, aren’t you / 

(Mr. Minor nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Did you expend any gunpowder that they had in the 
last thing ? 

Mr. Minor. Very slightly. 

Mr. Rivers. What ? 

Mr. Minor. Very slightly. 

Mr. Rivers. You had some friends who did, didn’t you? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, does this provision of this proposal make the 
possibility of an overage group ? 

Mr. Minor. Well, theoretically. 

Mr. Rivers. The reservoir of combat people? 

Mr. Minor. Theoretically and legally, this would make it possible 
for every 

Mr. Rivers. What ? 

Mr. Mrwnor. I am not trying to kill the system or anything else. It 
would theoretically legally make it possible for every officer who is a 
civilian technician to serve until he becomes 60 years of age. You 
could wind up with 3,500, 4,500, or whatever it is, men 60 years of age 
all in the grade of lieutenant colonel serving here. That is the ultimate 
possibility of this thing. 

I think General Strauss had some language the other day that 
would show that such wouldn’t necessarily become the case, but 
legally that could happen. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Colonel Boyer, what do you think of this 

Colonel Eecieton. I believe with Mr. Minor, sir, that it would 
create—— 

Mr. Rivers. What is that? 

Colonel Eccteton, It would create this possibility. Also, it creates 
another area of a disturbance to the Army when we have mobilization. 
These officers would be mobilized in their higher grade. Theoretically, 
they could be even superior in grade or rank to their commanding 
officer. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, Colonel Boyer. 

Colonel Boyer. Well, of course, what Jim Minor said is true, but 
here is the only justification for it. 

I feel the same apprehension you do of creating any special group. 
But you have the most peculiar individual in this program that you 
can run into—a man first that has to meet the qualifications, the 
technical qualifications for civil service, and at the same time have 
the military background. 
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Now, when he gets up and gets his 28 years of service as lieutenant 
colonel, say at 53 years of Coe ha has to be replaced. 

Well, if you will just go out in the market and pick up a man to re- 
place him, then there will be no need of this. But the chance of 
getting the man who has the dual qualifications is a difficult job. That 
is the only reason that we give it serious consideration. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, now, don’t you train anybody down the line in his 
organization to take his place? Say he were to die. 

Colonel Boyer. Well 

Mr. Rivers. If he were to die—wait now. If he were to die right 
there and you needed a man to fill his slot, where would you get him? 

Colonel Boyrr. Well, of course, that is true. You can’t protect 
against death. Or if he moved 

Mr. Rivers. You couldn’t go out in the market here on the street 
corner and say, “Well, now, you got a uniform; you are a lieutenant 
colonel.” 

Colonel Boyrr. I agree with you. The only thing is this: If it 
was just replacing militarily there would be no problem. 

Mr. Rivers. No problem. 

Colonel Boyer. If it were just replacing as a civil service employee, 
there would be no problem. 

Mr. Rivers. No problem. 

Colonel Borer. But the only problem is in getting the individual 
who has the dual qualifications. 

Mr. Rivers. The dual and has the M-day capability. 

Colonel Boyer. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, that is what disturbs me. Now, go ahead, Mr. 
Slatinshek. 

Mr, SuiarmnsHeK. Actually, what we are trying to do is this, we 
have Reserve officers on active duty. They are subject, of course, to 
all sorts of attrition factors. Just recently this committee acted on a 
bill which would provide them with some sort of readjustment pay. 

What I am trying to say here is that the protection that we afford 
Reserve officers on active duty is considerably less than the protection 
that you propose here for people with guard and Reserve units that 
are not on active duty. It is pretty difficult to compare the two and 
come up with the requirement that you have to give these people who 
are not on active duty more protection than those people who are in 
fact on active duty and filling a mobilization billet. 

General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, I think you are talking about 
oranges and apprise and plums in trying to treat them all alike and they 








are not actually alike. 

First of all, the protection you afford active duty reservists is con- 
siderable, but this so-called civilian employee—and I will speak 
strictly from the guard standpoint because he doesn’t have a civil 
service status, and he can’t be transferred to another job within the 
geographical area in the event he gets kicked out of the guard, 
civilian wise. 

He has none of that protection, none whatsoever, unless you provide 
this for him. 

Secondly, it would be impossible for a man to get above the grade 
of his unit commander, such as suggested by Colonel Eggleton because 
this only protects him up to the grade of lieutenant colonel from a man- 
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datory consideration, selection and promotion at phase points in his 
career. Therefore, he couldn’t go above the grade of lieutenant col- 
onel. And there are now units that are commanded by anybody else 
higher in grade than a lieutenant colonel. 

r. Mrnor. He could be senior in grade, though—— 

Colonel EcGieron. Senior in pea 

Mr. Minor. Senior in rank. 

General Srrauss. Senior in rank, but not in grade. 

Mr. Minor. That is right. But that is a point you have to con- 
sider. You could have a lieutenant colonel commanding a battalion. 
You could have a lieutenant colonel doing a captain’s job here who 
outranked his commanding officer, although in the same grade. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, if the National Guard were strictly a home guard, 
it might be a little different, but the National Guard is strictly an 
M-day outfit. 

General Strauss. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the basis for Federal participation. 

(General Strauss nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. That they have a federalization potential. 

(General Strauss nods.) 

Mr. Rivers. Now, if we do anything that would cripple the guard’s 
capacity to be strictly mobilizable—what is the word ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. I guess that is the word, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. It isn’t good. That was what worried me. 

General Srravuss. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

I recall, however, that the statement made by the Department, 
either of the Army or by Colonel Dickens yesterday stated these 
people would have to be available for worldwide assignment upon 
mobilization. We have continually been confronted in the National 
Guard, as you will recall, and this committee will recall, with the 
fact that after they mobilize the National Guard, which is supposed to 
be mobilized as a unit and fight as a unit, the first thing they do is 
to raid its ranks and switch the officers around willy-nilly—send 
them all over so by the time they get into combat they are pretty well 
destroyed in many instances. 

Mr. Rivers. I agree with you there. 

General Srrauss. So in this event and in this connection, the De- 
partment is speaking against itself, point 1. 

In discussing this problem the Decestans is talking about uni- 
formity here with the Regulars and other types of things, but yet 
uniformity is not so sacred when we talk about a provision like the 
age 25 factor, which doesn’t apply to the Regulars. 

So it depends upon which side of the bread your butter appears as 
far as I am concerned. It is holy in one connection and it isn’t so 
holy in another connection. 

e Reserves are not—— 

Mr. Rivers. Do we have any assurance from the Army that you 
won't disintegrate these units in time of mobilization? You can’t 
give us that assurance, can you ? 

Colonel Eaatrron. No, sir, I don’t believe I can. The law pro- 
vides— 

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. 

Colonel Eceteron. I believe the law provides they will be, insofar 
as practicable, be ordered to active duty as units. 
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Mr. Rivers. I recall—wait a minute, Mr. Winstead. I recall the 
Mississippi and Alabama Guard—you just tore it into a thousand 
parts. 

Mr. Winsreap. Let me follow up on that. We had all the assur- 
ance in the world they wouldn’t do it. We were told they wouldn’t 
do it. They recruited on the basis that they would organize together 
and fight together. 

Now, I will admit I think the Army had a pretty good reason for 
breaking them up. The only thing I resented was leading them to 
believe they wouldn’t do it and then did do it. 

The whole argument was—had they had a shot in Korea, my little 
home town would have been wiped out. 

Colonel Eaeieron. That is right. 

Mr. Winsreap. There is a lot of logic in breaking it up. What I 
resented was leading them to believe they wouldn’t do it and then 
do it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we had this up many times where they testi- 
fied to the fact that they would leave them as a unit. 

I think there is a great deal of logic in the fact they didn’t do it. 

Mr. Rivers. But he said—— 

Mr. Wrinsteap. But I certainly wouldn’t want the record to show— 
I think that is one of the troubles, making one statement one year 
and then doing something else the next. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, Colonel Eggleton just got through saying only 
as far as practicable would they commit themselves on July 2, 1959. 
[ Laughter. | 

General Srravss. Mr. Chairman, I think the committee ought to 
give some consideration to this factor. Here you have a system that 

as been in operation for a long, long number of years and would 
continue to be in operation had not we passed this new so-called con- 
cept of ROPA, which is promotion up or promotion out, on the one 
hand, or else retirement after 28 years of service, or 30 years of service 
and 5 years in grace. 

But the only one we are worried about here really is 28 years of 
service. 

So that by creating this ROPA concept and placing or superim- 
posing it upon your Reserve forces at the present time, if you are going 
to continue to have a system which has been very satisfactorily oper- 
ating, which the guard believes has been the crux of the ability of 
the guard to maintain units that are really mobilizable, as the Chair- 
man has put it, we are going to have to provide some way to protect 
per egg who are providing that crux, and this is the provision that 
will doit. 

Mr. Rivers. But you have testified that for the guard, the Army 
Guard would be—what, 7 percent ? 

Colonel Eceteron. Seven or eight percent ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And for the Air National Guard it would be in the 
neighborhood of 14 percent ? 

General Srravuss. Around 13-point-something percent. 

Mr. Rivers. Around 13 percent. 

How can that small percentage destroy the effectiveness of the 
organization ? 

eneral Strauss. Well, for the Air Guard—let’s look at that for a 
moment. They are highly technical people in most instances, and I 
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would like to point up the fact that it doesn’t make much difference 
whether a maintenance officer who is a supervisor of maintenance on 
the flight line is 58 or 59 years old, or whether he is 38 or 39 years old, 
because he is not digging a foxhole; he is not carrying a rifle that he 
has to shoot in anger, and he does not have to take long trips with a 
pack on his back. 

We have such things as maintenance supervisors, accounting super- 
visors, installation facilities supervisors, supply supervisors, educa- 
tion supervisors, photo-radar supervisors, and communications and 
electronic supervisors. Now, if this man has lost his ability to per- 
form that particular position because he has reached the grade of 
lieutenant colonel and has served for a period of 28 years and has 
reached the ripe old age of 49 or 53, there is something wrong with 
our system. 

“Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, do you have anything to say? 

Mr. SiatinsuHek. Yes, sir. What you are saying, therefore, is by 
and large that the total of 28 years of service is perhaps weak and 
perhaps the committee should change that. 

General Strauss. Well, I am not 

Mr. StiatinsHex. Actually that is what you are attacking. You 
are attacking the rules by which we are attriting people out of the 
Reserve ¢ 

General Srravss. I am not attacking the rules. I am trying to 
provide and we must admit a special category of protection for par- 
ticular people. But again we have to realize, Mr. Chairman, that 
we are not dealing with the Regular or the active service where you 
can switch people around, transfer them willy-nilly and where all a 
man has to do who is commanding officer of a unit is to put in a 
requisition for a particular type of specialist or skill and he gets it 
sent to him. 

In the guard we have to go out and recruit these people. When 
we have to recruit them for a civilian job as well as a military job, 
this is not an easy thing todo. We have to get them. Nobody sends 
them tous. The Sieh Army doesn’t provide them and the Regular 
Air Force doesn’t provide them. We have to go out and get them. 

Mr. Rivers. Does this affect the junior officer down below these 
grades? It doesn’t affect them moralewise or anything else. It 
doesn’t affect anybody at all; by exempting this group, it won’t affect 
the morale either in the guard or the Air Guard? Is that right? 
We understand that ? 

General Strauss. Actually, Mr. Chairman, it is the guard who is 
promoting this type of particular provision and everybody in the 
guard has had an opportunity to kick this one around and it was 
recommended by the Air Force ad hoc committee that was con- 
vened by the Chief of Staff to study ROPA with a view to amend- 
ments that were required. It was approved by the Section 5 Com- 
mittee. It was staffed through the Air Staff. It went up to the 





RFPB and it was approved by the RFPB. 

Now, you heard yesterday from General McGowan that the Na- 
tional Guard Bureau tried to get it in for the Army title, but was 
turned down on two separate occasions and therefore never reached 
the Army Section 5 Committee evidently and it certainly did not 
reach the Reserve Forces Policy Board. 
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Mr. Rivers. It got up to the top in the Air Force? 

General Srravuss. Because the Air Force started it at a higher level 
than the National Guard Bureau. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Mr. Chairman, I raised the question yesterday be- 
cause frankly I don’t like the idea of it a little bit. It looks like 
to me we are going in the opposite direction of what we did with the 
Regular service. I don’t know whether we did the right thing to kick 
all these Regular servicemen out. 

I just talked to the Adjutant General about it—take this off the 
record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. That is why I say I think the committee should discuss 
these things a little more. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. I don’t want to vote on this thing until I know what 
I am doing. 

Mr. Rivers. In executive meeting. Because this thing has a ter- 
rifie effect. on the whole bill. 

General Strauss. As Mr. Wampler pointed out yesterday, this civil 
service employee of the Air Force Reserve—if he gets kicked out of 
the Air Force Reserve has still got a civil service status. He has a 
future in civilian life. 

But the National Guard civilian employee is kicked out of the Na- 
tional Guard and he has nothing. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. He does have social security, doesn’t he ? 

General Strauss. He has social security providing the State has 
made an agreement with the Social Security Administration. 

Mr. Winsreap. My own thinking is, even though I used an illustra- 
tion at home, that so far as the individual is concerned, he does get 
some social security, but I am thinking that unit would have to lose 
a man of that caliber. 

General Strauss. You take in your small town that you speak of, 
a man of that caliber is not easy to find. 

Mr. Winsteap. I am just thinking about the loss to the unit. The 
individual is covered by social security. I am not quite as sympa- 
thetic in doing something for the particular individual as I am in a oi 
I think individuals like that would mean to this unit. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Brackett, what have you to say? I saw your 
hand up. 

Colonel Brackett. I just wanted to get into the discussion of what 
effect it might have on the younger officer, his morale and his incen- 
tive. That is a high judgment area. It is a matter of opinion, indi- 
vidual opinion. 

But I would just like to point out an example for consideration. 

General Strait, who testified here yesterday, who is an officer I 
grew to admire when he was on duty in the Pentagon, as a real fine 
young officer, was born in 1918. If this bill is passed, that means 
that he will be retained until 1978, at which time he would be 60 years 
old; that is, 60 years of age. 

He was appointed wing commander in 1952, which means that he 
will have hel the job of wing commander in that wing for 26 years. 


I don’t know what effect that will have on the recruitment of indi- 
viduals who might have an ambition some day to be the commander 
of that wing, either as an air technician or as an individual trainee. 
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It is just a judgment area, but that is one of the things that can 
affect it. 

Mr. Rivers. How long can General Strait hold on under this pro- 
vision ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. Until he is 60 years of age—until 1978. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Colonel Brackett. He was appointed wing commander in 1952. 

General Srrauss. There is another job open in the State to which 
a man like that can move up, and that is chief of staff for air for the 
particular State concerned. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, that is left to the Governor. 

General Strauss. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. That is left to the Governor. 

General Strauss. Yes, sir; but then all of it is left to the Governor 
as far as the guard appointments are concerned in any event, as long as 
the man is qualified federally. So that has no particular bearing on 
the matter. 

The man sitting behind me, as a matter of fact, is going to be retired 
out of that Chief of Staff job and it will be open. 

Mr. Rivers. Is it your opinion that not to have a section like this 
would curb the powers of the Governor to appoint whomever he wants 
to operate his National Guard? He desn’t have to approve the promo- 
tion of these officers ; does he ? 

General Srrauss. No; I don’t believe this section has any—— 

Mr. Rivers. Effect on his powers ? 

General Srrauss. Has no effect on the powers that exist in the States 
today. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

General Strauss. This is strictly the Federal aspect of it. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, I think we have discussed this enough. I want 
to have a larger membership here. Mr. Winstead shares the same 
opinion I do. 

(Mr. Winstead aside. ) 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think we ought to vote today. 

You have some proxies ? 

Mr. SuatTInsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t even know how they stand. I don’t want to find 
out. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. We don’t have a quorum present. We couldn’t 
vote if we wanted to. 

Mr. Rivers. We have to have a quorum. 

I hope the committee agrees with me. We ought to have the full 
membership. 

Mr. Winsteap. This thing is serious. 

Mr. Morris. I think that is a good idea. 

Mr. Rivers. It is very vital and I don’t want to be charged with 
doing something that may cause this bill to be attacked in the full com- 
mittee and attacked on the floor, or even cause a veto, if we don’t think 
out very carefully what we do in this area. 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Chairman, General Anderson called me last 
night before he left and he said there are two things utmost in his 
mind as far as living is concerned. 

_ One is being in Congress and the other is definitely the milita 
in working out the things that are most vital to this particular bill. 
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He said if there is anything that comes up in particular on this bill 

that he thinks would be most important to him, to get ahold of him 

if at all possible so he could have a voice in the deliberations. 
Mr. Rivers. We will have everybody here. We will pass over this 


for the moment. 
Mr. Slatinshek, I want to ask Mr. Chamberlain, our Coast Guard 


reservist—I want to recognize him for an amendment which he has 


affecting the Coast Guard. 
Mr. Cuampertarn. Mr. Chairman, counsel told me that that comes 


up later in the bill here. 
Mr. Rivers. Will you be here for that ? 
Mr. Cramperiarn. And he suggests that we offer that at a later 


date. 

Mr. Rivers. Where does that come ups 

Mr. SiattnsHek. It will be later in the bill. 

May I suggest that Mr. Chamberlain make a motion that this be 
inserted in the record for later consideration of the committee, at 
an appropriate time when we get to it in the bill ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Yes, that would do it. 

(The proposed amendment of Mr. Chamberlain is as follows:) 


SECTION — 


Title 14, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) Section 772 is amended to read as follows: 
“Sec. 772. AUTHORIZED NUMBER OF OFFICERS. 

“(a) The authorized number of officers in the Coast Guard Reserve in active 
status is six thousand. The actual number of Reserve officers in active status 
at any time shall not exceed these authorized numbers unless the Secretary 
shall determine that a greater number is necessary for planned mobilization 
requirements, or unless such excess shall result directly from ‘the operation 
of mandatory provisions of this or other laws. 

“(b) The authorized number of officers of the Coast Guard Reserve in active 
status in each of the grades below the grade of rear admiral shall be a per- 
centage of the total authorized number of such officers in active status below 
the grade of rear admiral, and shall be 0.6 per centum in the grade of captain, 
6 per centum in the grade of commander, 22.5 per centum in the grade of lieu- 
tenant commander, 37 per centum in the grade of lieutenant, and 33.9 per 
centum in the combined grades of lieutenant (junior grade) and ensign, ex- 
cept that when the actual number of Coast Guard Reserve officers in an active 
status in any grade is less than the number which is so authorized, the dif- 
ference may be applied to increase the authorized number in any lower grade 
or grades. No Reserve officer shall be reduced in rank or grade solely because 
of a reduction in an authorized number provided in this subsection. The au- 
thorized number of Coast Guard Reserve officers in active status in the grade 
of rear admiral shall be two. 

“(e) The Secretary may determine the number of Reserve officers in each 
grade who may be promoted annually under the provisions of this subchapter. 
The number which shall be so determined for each grade shall be the number 
deemed to be necessary to provide equitable opportunity for promotion among 
succeeding groups of Reserve officers and an adequate continuing strength of 
Reserve officers in an active status, and shall not cause the number of Reserve 
officers in active status in any grade to exceed the number authorized in this 
section for that grade.” 

- 8 by pater 21 is amended by inserting the following new section after sec- 
on : 


“Src. 787a. EXcessIvE NUMBER; ELIMINATION FROM Active STATUS To PROVIDE A 
FLOW OF PROMOTION 


“(a) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Title, whenever the Secre- 
tary shall determine it to be necessary to provide a steady flow of promotions 
or that there is an excessive number of Reserve officers in an active status in 
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any grade who have at least 30 total years of service or at least 20 years of 
satisfactory Federal service under section 1332 of title 10, United States Code, 
he may convene a board which shall consider all such Reserve officers of that 
grade in an active status not on active duty who have that service. The 
Secretary shall direct the board to select and recommend by name a specified 
number of such officers for retention in an active status. 

“(b) The Secretary may in the case of an officer not recommended for reten- 
tion in an active status under subsection (a) of this section— 

“(1) Transfer the officer to the Retired Reserve if he is qualified and applies 
for transfer ; 

“(2) Transfer the officer to the inactive status list, if qualified ; or 

“(3) Discharge the officer.” 

(3) The analysis of chapter 21 is amended by inserting the following new item 
between items 787 and 788 : 

“Sec. 787a. Excessive number; elimination from active status to provide a 
flow of promotion.” 

Mr. Rivers. What is the next 

Mr. Cuamper.ain. I would like to have that included in the record 
for consideration of the committee at such time as we get to that 
section of the bill, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you think we ought to discuss that ¢ 

Mr. StatinsHek. Not at this moment. I suggest we do that later 
when we come to the appropriate place in the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the next section ¢ 

Mr. StatinsHeK. The next section is clause 32. Clause 32 is simply 
a technical provision, clause 32 of H.R. 5083. This is identical with 
the change proposed in H.R. 7325, clause 25, and is merely a technical 
change to reflect the changes that were previously made by the com- 
mittee. Shall I read the language ? 

Mr. Rivers. This is a perfecting amendment ? 

Mr, SiatinsHex, Yes, sir. They are technical. Simply to reflect 
the changes previously made by the committee. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 
picat if that is all it does, without objection, that is approved. 

age 35. 

Mr. StatinsueK. On that page we come to language in H.R. 7325. 
This language does not appear in H.R. 5083. At this point the com- 
mittee should consider the proposed changes that would affect the 
Marine Corps. They were not included in H.R. 5083 but were included 
in the Department of Defense bill. 

Mr. Rivers. This makes it consistent and applies to the Marines? 

Mr. SiatrnsHex. Yes, sir. 

Now, the first subject for the attention of the committee is clause 26 
in H.R. 7325. That is on page 35 of the committee print. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. SiatTinsHEK. Proposed language change: 

Section 5414(b) is amended by striking out the figure “29,500” and inserting 
the figure “24,000” in place thereof. 

I might point out here that this is a typographical error. The 
figure should be 24,500. x “ 

The oe of this change here is to change the authorized 
strength of the Marine Corps Reserve from 29,500 to 24,500. In 





other words—— 
Mr. Rivers. Why do we do that? 
Mr. SiatinsHeK. To effect a reduction in the numbers. 
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Now, we have representatives of the Marine Corps here who indi- 
cate that this change is in consonance with their desires, if the com- 
mittee wishes to have a statement from the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Rivers, Come up. Colonel or major? I can’t see you. 

Major Leronp. Major. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Major Lerond. 

Mr. Rivers. Off the record. 

(Statement off the record. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Now, do you represent the Reserves? 

Major Leronp. No, sir, I represent the G—1 Division, Headquarters 
Marine Corps. 

Mr, Rivers. Now, you want this change from 29,500 to 24,500? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. The commandant has approved and the 
Secretary of the Navy has approved the reduction from 29,500 to 
24,500. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the reason for that ? 

Major Lreronp. The reason for this amendment and the succeeding 
clause—they are interdependent. ‘They depend upon each other, sir. 
The second clause is the change from basing the grade distribution 
of the active status Reserve officer from the actual strength to the 
authorized strength. 

First of all, the Marine Corps has never been able to attain 29,500 
active status Reserve officers. It is not within our capabilities nor 
do we think it is within our foreseeable capabilities to do this. 

In addition, this number does not reflect our requirements for 
active status Reserve officers for mobilization, nor for active duty 
Reserve officers to meet our active or regular strength. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, who on earth put it in the law to start with? 

Major Leronp. This was put in by the committee when they first 
enacted ROPA and the basis for it was on a six Marine Corps Divi- 
sions and six Marine Corps Air Wings structure. Since then, of 
course, by other actions of Congress the number has been set at 400,- 
000 Marines, and a minimum of three wings and three divisions, and 
agreements at Key West, et cetera, only call for four wings and four 
divisions now. 

Mr. Rivers. This makes it consistent with the present understand- 
ing sad present conditions ? 

ajor Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, do the Reserves accept this? 

Mr. Statinsuek. No, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr, Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute. Go ahead. 

Major Leronp. The Reserve within the Marine Corps, that is, the 
Division of Reserve who are represented 50-50 by active status Re- 
serve officers and Regular officers, have accepted this and understand 
the reason for the nat te Ey 

As far as the MCROA and the Reserve Officers Association, they 
have testified that they are not in support of reducing this number. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. What have you to say? 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsreap, Does the strength of the Marine Corps have any- 
thing to do with this, as to whether it is 175,000 or 200,000? 
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Major Leronp. Only in that the number of Reserve officers who are 
released from their obligated service, the 3-year period on active duty, 
who then complete the remainder of their obligation in active status, 
decreases as the strength of the Marine Corps decreases. 

Mr. Winsteap. If the House would go along with what the Senate 
did in increasing the Marine Corps strength, it would not affect your 
recommendation here ? 

Mr. SxiatinsHek. It would necessarily have some effect on it be- 
cause what the Major is saying is that the active duty strength of the 
Marine Corps will necessarily affect the numbers of Reserve officers 
who complete their obligated tours of duty and go into the Reserve. 

Therefore, it follows, and I believe logically, that if you have a 
larger active duty strength, you have a larger number of Reserve of- 
a going into inactive faty and who would swell the Reserve 

es. 
oo Wrnsteap. I am thinking of the Senate just now acting on the 
strength in the Marine Corps. Suppose the House goes along, before 
we pass this bill. Where would we be cutting down on something 
that you would have to increase if the House goes along with the 
Senate provision ? 

I mean that is what is running through my mind. 

Major Lreronp. Yes. 

When the Marine Corps was 218,000 about 4 or 5 years ago, we still 
couldn’t get the 29,500. It would take a tremendous increase for us 
to get tothat number. It is not a realistic number and it wasn’t based 
at that time—when the hearings took place, it said, “Well, if these 
numbers need to be reduced or increased, you come back to Congress 
and do it.” 

Mr. Winsteap. Well, your recommendation would be sufficient even 
if the Marine Corps was increased to 200,000. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir, it would be sufficient. 

Mr. Winsteap. It would be sufficient. 

Major Lrronp. In addition the law also provides that the Secre- 
tary of the Navy may exceed this ceiling if necessary for mobilization 
requirements. 

So we have not made an inflexible ceiling. 

Mr. Winsteap. You see the point I am driving at. Before this bill 
is ever acted upon, we will act upon, one way or another, the Senate 
provision for the increase, and I certainly didn’t want to come in 
here today and cut down something that if we did go along with the 
Senate provision we would have to reverse ourselves by the time the 
full committee met. 

Major Leronp. We would not exceed 24,500. We can’t see any fore- 
seeable requirement. 

Mr. Rivers. There is no requirement that makes you go over 29,000 
and if you ever got to the point where you needed the 29,000 you could 
do it, couldn’t you? 

Major Lrronp. Yes, sir, we could do it, by the Secretary of the 
Navy. 

Mr. Rivers. So this doesn’t make you spend any more money, does 
it? 

Major Lrronp. The real reason—one of the reasons we need for this 
committee to clarify this issue is this, in one point. 
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We have re ew been criticized by the Reserve for not promot- 
ing up to the full number authorized by the law. 

Mr. Rivers. Thats right. 

Major Lreronp. The full number authorized by the law exceeds the 
Commandant’s requirements for Reserve officers and as far as we can 
see—in other words, the Commandant of the Marine Corps could not 
justify exceeding his requirements, in all honesty. 

Mr. Rivers. How is he oing to justify this extra money that the 
Senate just gave you veltiiethy ? 

Major Leronp. Sir, I can’t answer in that matter. 

Mr. Rivers. This won’t hurt you though, will it, really ? 

Major Leronp. No, sir. As long as this committee declares its in- 
tention, sir, whether it wants the Commandant to promote up to the 
full number you authorize or do you want the Commandant to con- 
tinue to promote what he thinks he needs to meet his requirements? 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Marine Corps are 
doing like the Army ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. I think everybody we have had testify said that the 
smaller the service the bigger the Reserve should be. 

I notice the Army is taking an opposite stand today. Now, I am 
not reflecting on anybody here today. You testified a few years ago 
that the smaller the service the bigger the Reserve, to take some of 
this overhead expense out. 

Now, I noticed you reduced the Marine Corps Reserve. Do you fol- 
low the same philosophy there, that the smaller the service the bigger 
the Reserve ? 

Major Leronp. These things are handled as a matter of due course, 
Mr. Winstead. If you decrease the size of the active duty Marine 
Corps, you also, by mere action or reaction, are also going to increase 
the size of the Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Major Leronp. Because the method we have of reducing Reserve 
officers is bring them on active duty with the Regular Forces. When 
they have completed their obligation, they then go to the Reserve. 

Now, starting this year we begin to lose our 8-year obligors and 
our 6-year obligors, and the number of Reserve officers and the num- 
ber of Reserve enlisted personnel is going to continue to decline be- 
cause we no longer have a legal hold over these people. 

Mr. Winsreap. I wanted to see what philosophy was followed be- 
cause that was right opposite to what they testified a few years ago. 

Secretary Wilson and every Chief you had, including Taylor from 
Korea, and Norstad from NATO—“No, Lord, we wouldn’t do it all. 
We have to reappraise the whole thing.” 

Now, I am not reflecting on any service. 

Mr. Rivers. If you try to be consistent in this business, it will run 
you nuts. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. I wanted to know if they changed their philosophy. 

Major Leronp. I think that is accepted as a military axiom, that 
if you decrease your active duty establishment, you should have a 
bigger Reserve. But it isa reaction that doesn’t occur. 

Mr. Winsteap. I thought that might be true. 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George ? 
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Mrs. St. Gzorce. No, sir, except I agree with the major’s statement. 
If you reduce one you have to reduce them all. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. I think it just should work in the opposite direction. 
If you are going to reduce our Armed Forces, the Regulars, we should 
increase the Reserves. But, of course, that might not be a practical 
thing. I don’t know. 

But, we certainly want to keep our defense strong, and if we are 
going to reduce the Regulars, it seems to me there would be a real 
reason for our increasing the Reserves. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain? 

Mr. CuamBer.arn. There is no reason why you can’t get along with 
the law asit is, is there, Major? 

Major Leronp. Only for that reason, Mr. Chamberlain. If your 
committee will tell us what you want us to do with this number. 

Mr. Cuampertarn. Well, haven’t you been handling the problem? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir, we have, but——— 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. In the Marine Corps itself? 

Major Leronp. In the week or 2 or 3 weeks that this hearing has 
been going on—when they started we were criticized that we didn’t 
promote to the full maximum number of colonels. 

In other words, if you give us the tool to work with, we will do 
exactly what the committee wants us to do, but the Commandant 
can’t justify having many more officers in the senior grades than he 
needs to meet his requirements. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I didn’t quite finish. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, excuse me. I thought you had. 

Mr. Morris. I just want to pursue it a little further. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t want to cut you off, because you don’t take too 
much time. 

Mr. Morris. I know you wouldn’t intentionally. 

I want to make this observation: If we are to have a real defense 
in this country, which I know you are all for and we are all for, if 
you reduce your Regulars we ought to increase our Reserve strength 
to a reasonable extent. 

Now, can you give us some real reason why that shouldn’t be the 
case ? 

Major Leronp. Mr. Morris, I did not mean to infer that the Com- 
mandant does not with what you say. That is exactly true, 
that if the Regular forces are decreased then the Reserves should be 
increased for mobilization. 

However, under the present workings of the law and under all 
other facets of the thing, this does not take place because as the 
Regular strength decreases, so does the Reserve strength. And it 
also increases—when the military obligation runs out you are goin 
to lose some of those people who will not stay with you. They wil 
not earn their necessary points to stay active and therefore they will 
be removed from an active status. It just does not come about. 

I agree with you, yes, sir, that the Regular strength should increase, 
but it does not occur. 

Mr. Morris. Well, why doesn’t it occur? I don’t quite get your 
oe as to why it doesn’t occur. 

ajor Leronp. Yes, sir. 
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For example, we recruit X number of lieutenants or procure X num- 
ber each year who come to active duty to fill out our Regular officer 
strength, which is set by the Department of Defense. A number of 
these officers are integrated into the Regular Marine Corps. Those 
that are not integrated, either by not wanting to become a Regular 
Marine or by not meeting our standards or we fill up our quota, are 
released to inactive duty at the completion of an obligated period of 
service, which is sarmalty 3 years. Me is then required to z 3 more 
years in an active status on inactive duty to meet the requirements of 
law. 

Now, if the Regular size of the Marine Corps is reduced, we do not 
throw out Regulars, nor do we r.i.f. Reserves. We simply decrease 
our procurement, 

Instead of procuring, for example, 2,000 lieutenants, we only pro- 
cure 1,000. Therefore, the number going over to the Reserve side is 
reduced accordingly, I mean the same way, across the other side. 

Mr. Morris. Well, carrying it on a little further, and I don’t want 
to continue with it, but bringing out what Mr. Winstead said—I did 
not have the honor of being a member of the committee at the time 
he mentioned. Why did the leading military authorities take that 
position at that time ? 

Major Leronp. Well, their axiom is unchallengeable, I believe. I 
am not talking in reality, sir. If the Regular is reduced, then the 
Reserve is made bigger. ‘That is an axiom and it is accepted in most 
military circles—that the other should go up. 

But I am talking about exactly what happens. 

Now, to increase the Reserve strength eile it would take—we 
have no other plans at this time to present to you, how we would 
increase, other than the way we get our Reserve officers right now. 

Mr. Morris. Well, it seems to me that we should explore the idea 
some way of changing the law, if necessary, to bring about a different 
situation, to where that could be the reality. If it can’t be the way it 
actually operates—and theories and actuality quite often differ-—— 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Morris. We realize that. But it seems to me we should at least 
consider the proposition of maybe changing the law and the Armed 
Forces should consider their rules and regulations in some way, if 
possible, to bring about that desired result, because it is rather dis- 
tressing and alarming to me to see the reduction of our forces, either 
Regular or Reserve or both, in this particular period in the history 
of our country. 

I am not an alarmist like some people, and actually I have never 
thought that a world war, at least, an all-out war, was imminent. I 
haven’t thought that, and I do hope and pray, as all good people do, 
I know, that we can avoid an all-out war. We may be engaged—l 
am afraid it is probable that we will be engaged in minor wars and 
brush fire types of wars, that if we remain strong enough militarily 
and economically to put those brush fire types of war out, I think we 
can avoid an all-out war, which would be a blessing to all humanity. 

Now, it seems to me one of the best ways in the world to avoid that 
is to keep a strong military setup in this country and if we reduce our 
Regulars it seems to me we would be mighty wise in figuring out some 
program to increase our Reserves so that an emergency, iF an emer- 
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gency did exist, they could be mobilized and we would have a strong 
military posture. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, in connection with that, if I under- 
stand the testimony, you don’t necessarily recommend the reduction in 
the Reserve because the Regulars is reduced. It is just an actual 
reality that it is reduced, but you don’t necessarily recommend that 
that take place. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. This could be more, Mr. Winstead, in the 
nature of a technical amendment. 

In other words, reducing that strength by 5,000 brings the law more 
into an actual reality. It is looking at things as they actually exist 
and not something that could never occur as an nebialbals 

Mr. Rivers. If you got into a war, though, you would require a few 
more officers, wouldn’t you ? 

Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. If you got in an all-out war, you would require more, 
wouldn’t you? 

Major Leronp. In going to above 200,000 ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; our actual officer strength would increase. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain. 

Mr. CHampertain. Major, who is the major general in the Marine 
Corps that heads your Aviation Section ¢ 

Major Leronp. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Cuampertain. Who is the major general in the Marine Corps 
who heads the Aviation Section ? 

Major Leronp. Major General Munn is the Director of Aviation. 

Mr. Cuameertain. Now, this morning at our Navy drill, right 
down the hall in our subcommittee meeting room, he appeared there 
and if I understood what he had to say, right now you have more 
reservists than the Marine Corps can accommodate and that in fact 
there have been so many participating they have had to cut back be- 
cause of funds. 

. So that doesn’t seem to be consistent with what you are saying here; 
is it? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; it is consistent because he was talking 
about young lieutenants who have completed their active duty and 
want to get into a Ready Reserve or an organized squadron and con- 
tinue to fly and draw the drill pay. We don’t have the money to 
accommodate all those people into our units, but they are still in an 
active status. They are still mobilization potential. 

We will get them and they are ready to go, but we can’t accommo- 
date all of them into our units because we just don’t have enough 
space for them, enough money, or enough units. 

Mr. Winsreap. And you don’t have enough enlisted to take care 
of all the officers that naturally would come out of the service? 

Major Leronp. Our enlisted strength is pretty good, sir, in the 
Reserve. We are right up. 

He was talking about people who want to remain active in a unit, 
— we just don’t have the funds or the units to accommodate them 
all. 

Mr. Rivers. If we told you that we are going to set the law at 
29,500, you could always go to the Appropriations Committee and 
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say, “Congress has spoken. We would like to carry out the will of 
Congress, if you will give us the money.” 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. That is what I was going to say. Aren’t you 
in better shape to ask for the authorization than you are with the 
figure aadtowes 1 

Mr. Rivers. It wouldn’t make you mad if we left it at 29. All 
you want is for us to act, don’t you? 

Major Lerronp. Yes, sir; no, sir, we wouldn’t get perturbed. 
| Laughter. | 

If you just tell us what you want us to do, that is all. 

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor it being left at 29,500 will say aye. 

(Chorus of “ayes.”’) 

Mr. Rivers. Opposed, no. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. We have spoken. 

Now, you go back and tell the Commandant that we want him to 
have 29,500 and we will be glad to help him get the money if he 
needs it because we know that nobody can utilize 29,500 better than 
the Marines with a clear conscience. Because you get the ultimate 
out of your officers, don’t you ¢ 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; we try to keep them—— 

Mr. Rivers. Pretty current. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. They make so much noise around Beaufort that the 
judge and the sheriff got in touch with me yesterday. 

I had to get in touch with that Marine base down there and tell 
them to cooperate with the sheriff and quit flying those AD—what? 

Major Lxeronp. They were flying out of Beaufort most likely 
A-4-D’s and F-8-U’s. 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that Douglas? 

Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that the Douglas? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; the A-4-D is the Douglas. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the F-8-U ? 

Major Leronp. The F-8-U isa Chance Vought. 

Mr. Rivers. Chance Vought. 

Major Leronp. It is a fighter. 

Mr. Rivers. So that shows that you are keeping Regulars pretty 
current. I guess you got some Reserves down there ¢ 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; we have quite a large number of our 
aviators flying down there. The young ones are es. In fact 
the majority of them are. 

Mr. Rivers. That is about the best place you have, isn’t it? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; definitely. 

Mr. Rivers. Is Beaufort? 

Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. That is the best base you have? 

Major Leronp. For all intents and purposes, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It is? 

Major Leronp. Meaning that we can fly any time we want, any- 
where we want, and we have all the operating areas, ranges and every- 
thing, and none of the civilians can complain about it; that is right. 

Mr. Rivers. And you have the finest housing units in the world. 
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Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. You have the finest housing anywhere. 

Major Lrxonp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Your housing. 

Major Leronp. Oh, that is beautiful down there; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I wish the committee could see that housing. 

Major Leronp. That Capehart housing down there is outstanding. 
There is no doubt about it. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the only base that the Marines ever sat down 
and laid out and built. They built the housing before it went in 
operation. I want the committee to see it. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir, those houses along the river are beautiful. 

Mr. Rivers. They have about 2 or 3 miles of waterfront that you 
can drive a yacht right up to. The young marines are living first 
class, like the rest in South Carolina. 

Major Lrronp. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. We have spoken for you. This is off the record, Sam. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. So you carry the word back to Garcia for us. 

You made a very strong statement. You finally persuaded us to 
make up ourminds. That is what we did. 

Major Lzeronp. We have one other step to go, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Major Leronp. That is still—— 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Excuse me, Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Wameter. I didn’t get a chance to ask my questions. 

Mr. Rivers. Excuse me. 

Mr. Wamepter. That is the way I felt, so the vote was all right. 

Mr. Rivers. You go ahead. The floor is yours. 

Mr. Wampter. I wanted to ask: This 29,500 on those above W-4, 
that is stated here, is based on a complement of how many men on 
active duty in the Marine Corps? 

Major Leronp. Actually the 29,500, Mr. Wampler, was based on 
6 wings and 6 divisions which we had during World War II. At 
that time the Marine strength was between 400,000 and 500,000 total 
Marine strength. 

Mr. Wamrter. And the actual 24,500 is based on what particular 
strength, anticipated by the Marine Corps? 

Major Lreronp. On 4 wings and 4 divisions, sir, and about 400,000. 

Mr. Wampter. About 400,000? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wameter. Now, out of the group, how are you complemented 
with on-board strength compared to authorized strength, at the pres- 
ent time? 

Major Leronp. You mean on board—we are authorized 16,200. 
Under the law we are authorized about 26,700 Regular officers; that 
is under the 400,000 if you recall that part of the law. 

Mr. Wamrter. Yes. 

Major Lerronp. It said that the active list Marine Corps can be 
400,000 men and officers, and this gives us 26,000 officers. 

Mr. Wamp er. Well, now, here is the thing: On and up above the 
24,500 here, W-4, that you were talking about, how do you compare 
with that figure right now in the Marine Corps? 
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Major Leronp. At the present time we have 23,576 active status 
Reserve officers. 

Mr. Wampter. Twenty-three thousand. You are actually under 
the figure right now. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; and we will continue—— 

Mr. WAmpter. That is, the ceiling is provided for ? 

Major Leronp. That is right, and this number will go down from 
that 23,576. 

Mr. Waneter. Mr. Chairman, I don’t blame you. If it is going to 
go down, I don’t blame the criticism that the Marine Corps is getting, 
under conditions like that, actually, for keeping your strength way 
low. You have possibilities there for strengthening that division, I 
mean the Marine Corps. 

Instead of bringing it down—and it seems like the effort is to keep 
it coming down, rather than to even accept a proposal for it. 

I think without any question the tendency for the Marine Corps 
is evident here, that they hope to bring that figure down rather than 
to keep it at standard rate. It looks like they are going in the direc- 
tion of the 175,000 definitely, I mean from this—— 

Mr. Rrvers. Let’s let them go in that direction without the approval 
of Congress, and it is not with our consent or with our advice. And 
when we give you this 29,500, that is a sign that we don’t want you 
to decrease it. 

Now, I know something about the marines because IT have lived 
with them a long time. if there is anything they like to do better 
than fight, I haven’t found it out. They like to be current. 

I have seen some funny looking things that walk into Parris 
Island, but whenever—those who survive, when they walk out, they 
were U.S. marines. I can tell you that. 

I walked down there one time with a bunch of recruits and they 
had their hair cut off. That just worried me to death. I just can’t 
stand to see a fellow get all his hair cut off. 

Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. But when the 6 weeks was over, I never saw such a 
change made, and they take the pictures—I don’t know whether the 
other services do or not. I am only speaking for the marines. 

Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record. ) 

Mr. Rivers. So you boys like to be in business in good condition. 
That is why you changed the way of living—you don’t even let them 
have any furlough after they leave Parris Island. You make them 
go through Lejeune and finish that before they get any leave. You 
know that, don’t you? 

Major Leronp. I couldn’t really testify on that, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So they are keeping in pretty good shape. 

What we want to do is help them. 

Mr. Winsteap. Off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Now, let’s get back on the record, Sam. 

We have already disposed of that. Without objection, we will 
make it consistent by putting “authorized” before the numbers. You 
should have had that in there, shouldn’t you? 

Mr. SLatInsHeK. Yes, sir. 
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Actually the next change is clause 27 in H.R. 7325. That would 
insert the word “authorized” before the words “number of such 
officers.” At the present time the officer grade distribution is based 
on the actual on-board strength. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. StarinsHeK. This would make it based on the authorized 
strength. 

Mr. Rivers. Authorized strength. 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Which by this action would result in an increased 
number of officers in each of the various grades? 

Mr. Rivers. That is what we want to do. 

Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. That is what we want to do. 

Major Leronp. All right, sir. You want the promotions to be 
based on the authorized number? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Major Leronp. The authorized number will be 29,500. 

Mr. Rivers. 29,500? 

Major Lrronp. 29,500. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, those words will be inserted. 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. In this connection, and while we are on section 
5458 of title 10 United States Code 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Major. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Statrinsuexk. As the committee will notice, 5458(a) provides 
for the authorized strength for the Marine Corps and the permanent 
gras of brigadier general and major general. The total authorized 
is five. 

If you will recall, there was a considerable discussion given by this 
committee to the question of whether or not this number of Marine 
Corps generals is adequate. 

In that connection a question was asked as to what Marine Corps 
policy was. The Marine Corps had provided for the record a state- 
ment of the proceedings in the Marine Corps Reserve Policy Board. 
And since I think it will put the problem in proper perspective, I 
would like the permission of the Chair to read it, It is about two and 
a half pages. 

Mr. ae Go ahead. 

Mr. SLATINSHER (reading) : 





Extract FRoM MARINE Corps RESERVE PoLicy Boarp, 1957 


Topic No. 4: That the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers as 
authorized by the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 1954 be increased to 10. 


Discussion: ROPA, of 1954, provides in part that the maximum number of 
general officers in the Marine Corps Reserve shall be five in number. This small 
number is unrealistic and inequitable. The Marine Corps Reserve has pres- 
ently on its rolls active reservists who are qualified by training and experience 
for general officer rank but, by reason of the numerical limitation, have unduly 
limited opportunity for promotion to this rank. The numerical figure of five 
has no relationship to proposed mobilization requirements of the Marine Corps. 
The number of general officers, of necessity, must be limited, but the limitation 
should be realistic and fair. Opportunity must be provided for highly quali- 
fied and capable reservists for advancement, or else initiative is completely 
destroyed. The loss of these capable officers would be a great waste of the 
taxpayers’ dollars. Large sums of money have been spent in training and 
educating these officers and now that they have advanced their capabilities to 
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merit promotion advancement, by reason of an arbitrary limitation their needed 
services will be lost. 

A review of the flag rank in the U.S. Naval Reserve indicates that a greater 
proportion of reservists hold flag rank as compared to the total number of flag 
officers on active duty in the Regular Establishment than do reservists in the 
U.S. Marine Corps. The present strength of the Navy flag officers clearly estab- 
lishes the inequities of opportunity given Marine reservists for general rank. 
The Navy presently has an onboard strength of 297 admirals, and the U.S. 
Marine Corps presently has an on-board strength of 61 general officers. ROPA 
of 1954 authorizes 48 reservists in the U.S. Navy for flag rank, which is 16 per- 
cent of active duty flag officers, as against 5 in the Marine Corps Reserve, which 
is only 8 percent of active duty general officers. ‘There is no sound basis for this 
obvious comparative inequity, especially when mobilization requirements indi- 
cate a substantial increase in Marine Corps general officer strength on M-day. 

The proposed increase in the rank of general officer for the U.S. Marine Corps 
Reserve is small, but it would give the Marine Corps a group of capable officers 
for assignment upon mobilization and will provide great impetus to continued 
devoted effort for all officers. 

Recommendation: That the number of Marine Corps Reserve general officers 
be increased to 10. 

CMC recommended action: Approve an increase of two Reserve general 
officers. 

CMC comments: This recommendation ties in with topic No. 5. It is believed, 
however, that the increase should be from 5 to 7 in lieu of from 5 to 10. Seven 
general officers in an active status is more nearly related to the number of 
Reserve general officers who could conceivably be required on mobilization. 
Such an increase would cause our ratio of general officers to overall Reserve 
strength to parallel that of the Navy. 


Accordingly, the Commandant recommended that the increase be 
from 5 to 7, rather than from 5 to 10. 

This recommendation was approved by the Secretary. 

And I might add for the committee’s information, that this was 
approved by the Department of Defense, but was cut out by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

In other words, the Marine Corps does indicate an increase to 
seven would be desirable. However, it feels that an increase to 10 
would be—— 

Mr. Rivers. Undesirable ? 

Mr. SiattnsHexk. Undesirable. 

Mr. Rivers. How many active Marine officers do we have—26,000? 

Major Leronp. On active duty, we have 16,200, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Regulars? 

Major Leronp. Regulars, Reserves, and temporaries. 

Mr. Rivers. How many Regular officers do we have? 

Major Leronp. 8,550, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. 8,500. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; by law. 

Mr. Rivers. How many generals do they have? 

Major Leronp. We have 59 generals under OGLA and we have 4 
— with the advice and consent of the Senate on active duty. 

ne of these is a Reserve brigadier general, who is the assistant 
director of the Marine Corps Reserve. 

Mr. Rivers. You have 59 generals. 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SiatINsHEK. Sixty-three. 

Major Leronp. Regular generals under the Officer Grade Limita- 
tion Act. And we havea total of 63. 

Mr. Rivers. And you only have five general officers, for how many 
Reserves, inactive ? 
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Mr. SuaTInsHEK. Well, 29,500 is what it amounts to. 
Mr. Rivers. So to make it more realistic, we ought to have 59 
Reserve generals, if you want to make it consistent. And I think if 
we compromised at 10, that would be quite a compromise. Don’t you 
think so, Major? It is a pretty good compromise. [Laughter.] 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, we will increase the number to 10. 
That is the way Mr. Vinson runs the committee. 

Anybody have any objection ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No objection. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Morris. No objection. 

Mr. Wamrter. Whose original letter was that / 

Mr. Rivers. That was the Marine Reserve Policy Board. 

Mr. Wameter. That was the Policy Board. 

Mr. Rivers. The policy committee’s report. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Committee’s report. 

If I get that straight, Mr. Chairman, did the committee report 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLatinsHEK. Yes, 

Mr. Rivers. That is the Marine Corps policy committee’s recom- 
mendation ? 

Mr. Sxiatinsuek. Mr. Chairman, Colonel Brackett called my at- 
tention to the fact that the Department of Defense, of course, ob- 
jects to this change. I thought I had made that clear, that this 
had been cut out by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Siarinsuek. Prior to the bill coming over here. By virtue of 
that action, of course, Defense is committed to protesting this change. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, we know that. 

Colonel Brackerr. Thank you, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. What does the Defense Department recommend ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. Originally seven is what the proposal as was 
submitted to the Bureau of the Budget recommended. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Ten would give you a pretty good recruiting oppor- 
tunity, wouldn’tit? It wouldn't hurt anything ‘ 

Major Leronp. There is only one thing about the Policy Board 
report, sir, that I think should be 1uade clear. The opportunity for 
promotion to general grade is a privilege and a need of the service, 
and not the culmination of an ordinary military career. 

Mr. Rivers. It is the highest 

Major Leronp. That is colonel. 

Mr. Rivers. It is the highest aspiration a man can have? 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir; but it is considered—a successful mili- 
tary career is attaining the grade of colonel in 30 years of satisfactory 
service. To become a general, we expect the people to be of ra, 


tional caliber and it is a privilege, and the needs of the service. So 
to base it on that 











Mr. Rivers. I believe you have 10 unusual people out of 29,500, 
don’t you? 

Major Leronp. Only 400 of those are colonels. There would be 
10, probably ; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Winsreap. Mr, Chairman—— 

Major Lxzronp. On the outside, if you want to compare it with the 
Regulsivs, only about 8 out of every 100 get to be general, and we have 
more than 8 outstanding Regular colonels go home never having at- 
tained the grade of general. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, I know that. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Everybody can’t be a general. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Is that in keeping with other services, along this 
line, with officers and generals ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

If you will turn to the first page—the second page on your com- 
mittee print—— 

Mr. Wrnsteap. That is all right. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsrteap. In other words, it is in keeping. 

Mr. Starrnsuex. Yes, sir. If anything, it is a very modest in- 
crease and much smaller in proportion than the general officer strength 
in each of the other services. 

Mr. Rivers. Every adjutant general in every State is a general, in 
the National Guard. They put two stars on most of them. 

(Mr. Winstead aside. ) 

Mr. Rivers. So we got a lot of them in the National Guard. 

Don’t you think the Marines are as good as the National Guard? 
[ Laughter. | 

Major Leronp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is good. 

Without objection, we will make it 10. Any objection ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Major, have you any objection ? 

Major Leronp. The Department of Defense position would be the 
Marine Corps part of it. 

Mr. Rivers. Is there any objection to increasing the number to 10? 

Mr. Winsreap. The Defense Department 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, then. 

The ROA objects ? 

Colonel Boyrr. No, sir. 

Colonel Carutron. No, sir. [Laughter.] 

Colonel Boyer. We commend you. 

Mr. SuatinsHeK. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, we are going to build up the Marines so strong, 
you will get a promotion—Major. 

Major Lreronp. Only if I were a Reserve, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You will get it. You have a good record, or you 
wouldn’t be before this committee. 

Major Leronp. Sir? 

Mr. Rivers. You wouldn’t be before this committee if you didn’t 
have a good record. They don’t send anybody before this committee 
if he doesn’t know what he is talking about. 

Major Leronp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I see that happen all the time. You made a fine wit- 
ness. 

Major Leronp. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. Now, where do we go, Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. Mr. Chairman, the next section that should be 
considered, I believe, by the committee is a change which does not 
appear in either bill. It was a change recommended by the Depart- 
ment of Navy in its original proposal as submitted to the Bureau of 
the Budget and would change the language relating to the officer 
grade distribution. 

Mr. Rivers. You mean for going to school ? 

Mr. SLatrnsHEK. No, sir. 

Let me read you the proposed change. 

It would amend section 5457 by inserting the word “authorized” 
before the words “number of such officers.” This is the change exactly 
like the change made to the Marine Corps. It is not in either bill. 

Mr. Wrysteap. It is not in there? 

Mr. StatinsHEK. It is not in either bill. This is a change that 
had been recommended by the Department of the Navy and it was 
included in the Department of Defense proposal as submitted to the 
Bureau of Budget, but cut out by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, I see. 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. The Bureau of the Budget directed—— 

Mr. Rivers. This was drawn by the National Guard, this bill. 

Mr. SuatrnsHEK. Yes, sir; 5083, and had not included the Navy 
changes; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And if we are going to do it for the National Guard, 
it is consistent to do it for the Navy—is that right, Captain Green- 
backer ? 

Mr. SuiatrnsHEK. Perhaps Captain Greenbacker could explain this 
posposed change. 

Captain GreENBACKER. Of course, the Navy does not now support 
this since it has been withdrawn. It is before the committee, how- 
ever, in the record by virtue of the recommendations made by ROA. 

I would like to give you the background on the origin of this pro- 
posal. It was originally asked for, as Mr. Slatinshek has said, by 
the Navy, for two reasons: 

One, in order to provide stability in the computation of the grade 
structure. It was not intended as a means of inflating the grade struc- 
ture, but merely to provide the stability to avoid the fluctuations by 
the actual strength. 

Secondly, it was asked for because this is a provision which is simi- 
lar to that already in the law for the Army and the Air Force. 

When this went forward with the Department of Defense proposal 
to the Bureau of the Budget, the Bureau of the Budget took the posi- 
tion that this would be approved provided that the authorized strength 
is dropped to 135,000. 

And I will read for the record the action taken by the Bureau of 
the Budget on that. 

It says: 

This proposed amendment would provide for the computation of grade distri- 
bution of Naval Reserve officers on the basis of authorized rather than onboard 
strength. It is agreed that the authorized strength would provide a more rea- 
sonable base for grade distribution, provided an additional clause is added to 


reduce the authorized strength to 135,000 which corresponds to the nature of the 
action proposed for the Marine Corps— 


which the committee has just acted on— 


there would be no objection to the inclusion of this amendment. 
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The need for the increase in the number of officers of the Naval Reserve which 
would result from enactment of the Department’s proposal is not evident and 
has not been justified. 

In view of that action the Department of the Navy withdrew this 
proposal on the basis that the Navy feels that its mobilization require- 
ments justify the 150,000. 

So rather than sacrifice the 150,000, we sacrificed the entire proposal. 
And hence, we have officially withdrawn it. 

Mr. Rivers. So you would rather go in now for instability than 
stability ; is that right ? 

Captain GrEENBACKER. Well, in effect we would have to continue 
to suffer the instability which results from fluctuations. 

Mr. Rivers. All in favor of instability vote aye. Opposed, no. No. 
So we vote for the stability. 

Now, what is the number we want to put in there? 

Mr. StatrnsHexk. Well, sir, this would amend—the number, of 
course, would be 150,000. It would not effect the change in the 
authorized strength. It would simply effect a change in the mechanics 
on which grade distribution is ican, Right now the active strength 
is 135,000. But this fluctuates, you see. 

Mr. Rivers. Who was the person in the budget that made that 
change ? 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Captain Greenbacker ? 

Captain Greensacker. Beg your pardon? 

Mr. Rivers. No; I am talking to Mr. Minor. Mr. Minor, would it 
affect your—— 

Mr. Minor. I can give you the name of the man whose signature is 
at se end of the letter from the Budget Bureau. Is that what you 
mean 

Mr. Rivers. Would you mind giving us that? 

Colonel Bracxerr. I have it right here. Signed by Philip S. 
Hughes, Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

r. Rivers. Philip—who? 

Mr. Minor. Hughes—H-u-g-h-e-s. 

Mr. Rivers. Is hea Reserve officer ? 

Mr. Mrwnor. I don’t believe so, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Is he any kind of an officer? 

Pe Minor. Not that I know of. I couldn’t answer that, I am 
afraid. 

Mr. Rivers. Anybody know his military background ? 

Captain GrEENBACKER. No. 

Colonel Brackett. I have never met Mr. Hughes. I don’t know. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, what do you think about the situation ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. I feel we should make the change that was orig- 
inally proposed by the Department of the Navy and which the com- 
mittee I understand has authorized, to change it to authorized 
strength rather than onboard strength. 

Mr. Rivers. That would make it consistent, wouldn’t it? 

Mr, StatiNsHeK. Then all the services would have exactly the same 
basis upon which officer grade distribution is based, since we have 
already approved such a change for the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Minor. Could I read this amendment for the record, in case 
there would be any question about it later? The exact language of 
this has never been put in the record. 
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Maybe this would be a good point to put it in. 
Mr. Rivers. Let’s put it in. Because this would make it consistent, 
wouldn’t it? 

[Chorus of “Yes.” ] 

Colonel Brackett. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. And it would tend to stabilize it, wouldn’t it? 

Captain Greenpacker. Yes, sir; it would have that effect. And, 
of course, this is the reason it was asked for originally. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Mr. Minor. 

Mr. Minor. Quotation: 

“Section 5457(b) is amended by inserting the word ‘authorized’ 
before the words ‘number of such officers’.” 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir; that is the entire thing. 

Mr. Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, the bill is soamended. Now, where 
do we go? 

Mr. Stattnsuex. The next clause is clause 28 in H.R. 7325. 

This is a Navy change. Captain Greenbacker, would you address 
yourself to that? 

Mr. Rivers. Is this the same in both bills? 

Mr. Morris. No. 

Mr. StatrnsHek. No, sir. These Navy changes, as I mentioned, 
did not appear in the National Guard draft. 

This, however, is a change which parallels the change which ap- 
peared in the National Guard draft in respect to the Army. 

Colonel Bracxerr. Yes. This amendment is exactly the same as 
the one that was approved by this committee on page 26 of the “Ram- 
seyer,” section 3494, and there also will be proposed an identical 
amendment for the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Colonel Brackerr. The purpose of this was already explained in 
the record. 

Mr. Rivers. And the same explanation applies to this as does to 
the previous action. 

Colonel Bracxerr. To the one you approved, yes. 

Mr. Rrvers. Prior to the previous action by the committee, on the 
same subject. 

As many as favor this provision will say aye. 
(Chorus of ayes.) 

Mr. Rrvers. Opposed, no. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. This is approved. 

Now, do we get down to section 29 ? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Clause 29 of 7325: 





Section 5600(a) is amended by striking out the words “who is not already 
woe in an Armed Force in a permanent grade above chief warrant officer, 

i a Greenbacker. 

Colonel Brackerr. I will speak to that. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. A conforming change again. 

Captain Greenpacker. Right. 
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Colonel Brackert. This is exactly the same situation as the prev- 
ious amendment. It conforms to one that was already approved by 
the committee for the Army, section 3353 on page 10 of the “Ram- 
seyer,” and there will be an identical amendment for the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, that will be approved. 

Now we go back to 37, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SuiatinsHek. Page 37, under H.R. 7325, clause 30: 

er 5899 is amended by adding the following new subsection at the end 
thereof : 

“(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, a Reserve commis- 
sioned officer in a permanent grade above chief warrant officer, W-4, who has 
been in an inactive status may not be considered for promotion until at least 
1 year after the date he is returned to an active status.” 

This change was also similar to one made for the Army and will 
be proposed for the Air Force and had been previously approved. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, that will be approved. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. We now come to a section in the bill that ap- 
pears neither in the Department of Defense bill or in the National 
Guard bill, but was the subject of a recommendation made by the 
Reserve Officers Association and the Naval Reserve Association. 

This change would provide authority to selection boards to dip 
below the zone, to select outstanding officers for promotions. 

Perhaps Mr. Boyer would address himself to this proposed recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Rivers. That is on page—— 

Mr. Siarinsuek. That would affect section 5899, which appears 
under existing law on page 37 of the committee print it is in the 
extreme left-hand column, under the column headed “Existing law.” 
We have section 5899, which is entitled “Eligibility for consideration 
by selection board, promotion zones.” And that particular section in 
existing law would be necessarily modified to permit selection boards 
to dip below the zone in the consideration of Reserve officers for 
promotion. 

At the present time, the boards do have this authority in respect to 
Regular officers. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. They do not have it in respect to Reserve officers. 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. I just started to say. I know you have 
it for Regulars, because your present Chief of Naval Operations was 
selected from way down. 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And I might say it was one of the best selections they 
ever made. I don’t think a good officer should be precluded from 
being selected anywhere. 

Is that. right, Mr. Minor? 

Mr. Mrnor. Yes, sir. 

I was just saying I think the record ought to show that the captain 
nodded up and down when you made your statement, though. 
| Laughter. | 

Mr. Rivers. Sam, did you put that in the record, that the captain 
nodded up and down? = [ Laughter. | 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest we hear from Mr. 
Boyer on that particular provision ? 
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I also have a series of comments provided me by the Naval Reserve 
Association that might be pertinent. 

Mr. Rivers. The Navy favors this—don’t you, Captain ? vit 

Captain Greensacker. No, sir; the Navy isopposed. So I think it 
would be well to listen to Mr. Boyer and then I would like to state the 
Na ition, sir. 

Mr. Ivers. How long will it take you, Colonel ? 

Colonel Borer. Two minutes. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, sir. Go ahead. 

Colonel Boyer. Our position has just come since—in other words, 
we have a mandate to parallel the promotions of Regulars, and this 
parallells it. I think that is enough to be said. 

Mr. Rivers. All right, Captain Greenbacker. 

Captain Greensacker. There is no question, Mr. Chairman, but 
what this would parallel it in the provisions of the law. 

I would like to start out by reading from the report of the Naval 
Reserve Policy Board of 1958 which treated this subject and recom- 
mended against such a provision. 

I would like to state that the Naval Reserve Policy Board has so 
recommended for the past 2 years, after consideration of this matter. 
And on this Board is represented, in its membership, a majority of 
Reserve officers who are in active status but not on active duty. 

I read from their report: 

Reserve officer promotions under the running-mate principle bring the Reserve 
officer into the promotion zone after practically the same period of time in 
grade as the active-duty officer. 

A Reserve officer on inactive duty has only limited opportunities to gain naval 
experience in qualification for promotion, although he improves in maturity of 
judgment and outlook. 

Since the criterion for selection for promotion is “those officers best qualified 
to assume upon mobilization of the Naval Reserve the duties appropriate to their 
classification in grade for which recommended,” the Inactive Reserve officer is 
being afforded opportunity for promotion proportionally sooner than the active- 
duty officer when considered in the light of his lesser opportunities for training 
and service to the Navy. 

Recommendation: The Board finds no inequity in fact and recommends no 
change in existing regulations. 

There is another reason and to me a more important reason for not 
doing this. We think that rather than create this equity between the 
Regular board and the Reserve—the Regular promotion and Reserve 
promotions, that it would in fact create an inequity. 

These officers on active duty have very thin records. They come to 
active duty for 2 weeks out of the year, some of them, and in most cases 
they don’t really have an opportunity, particularly in the senior grades, 
to show their capabilities in jobs where the responsibility has been 
thrown fully upon them. Therefore, the officer who is going to appear 
to be so outstanding as to warrant this below-the-zone selection is 
going to be the officer who is spectacular—the flamboyant type or the 
self-advertiser. 

Now, it is also true for officers on active duty that those who are 
selected early are likely to be more spectacular. But when they are 
on active duty, there is the opportunity to find out whether there is 
yr desi behind this front. We don’t know in the case of the Reserve 
officer. 
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We have had prior to the enactment of the ROPA below-the-zone ‘ 
selections which were then permitted in the law and which some selec-”' 
tion boards did carry into effect. 

There was a considerable amount of dissatisfaction at that. tine 
with some of the selections from among the Reserves themselves, they » 
felt that we were promoting people who were not in actuality out- 
standing but only people who were able to build up records through 
their own self-interested activities. 

Therefore, for the reasons cited in the Naval Reserve Policy Board 
recommendation and for this additional reason of the inequity with 
respect to the truly outstanding officer who is quiet and would not have 
a chance to show his outstanding capabilities unless he were on active 
duty, the Navy recommends against enactment of this provision, 
sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course, you could get an AlNav out—whatever you 
call it. You could put out an Alnav saying all naval reservists should 
be quiet. [ Laughter. ] 

And anybody who is not quiet you could give them a general or a 
summary, then everybody would have a chance to be selected based on 
his peace and quiet you had. 

I recall very vididly we used to make about two or three ships a week 
down at Charleston during the war. And that is exactly what we did 
because they used to build parts of them all over in everybody’s back- 
yard and bring them in and then weld them together. And they were 
commanded by reserves. All of them were reserves. They didn’t 
have enough regulars. You remember that / 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What kind of record did they establish ? 

Captain Greensacker. They established outstanding records, sir. 
The reserve officers on active duty. There is no question about the 
fact—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is why we are legislating, so whenever the band 
starts playing you can call these boys and they can go aboard ship and 
head out across the bar. 

Captain GREENBACKER. No question about that, sir. We feel we 
have just as may reserve officers who will really be the head and 
shouders, outstanding officers, as we have among the regulars, but we 
think the only way that you are going to be able to tell their true 
capabilities, their true outstanding abilities, is by observance of those 

ficers on active duty. We don’t think we can tell that on inactive 
cluty. 

Mr. Rivers. Don’t you get some idea of a man when he hangs around 
the armory every drill night that comes up. Then when you take him 
out with the fleet on maneuvers on 2 weeks you get some kind of idea 
about his ability, what kind of an officer he will make ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. No, sir. 

Let us take the case of the officer in the grade of captain or com- 
mander. His ability and background in going to sea is going to show 
up when he is really faced with responsibility. 

We are unable in that 2-week period to throw that responsibility 
fully upon them. 

It is true that we can give him ship handling and tactical jobs, but 
right behind him is standing the officer who is actually in command. 
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And there is a considerable difference, as you must know, sir, in the 
mental outlook and the mental load that is thrust upon the two in 
contrast. 

Mr. Rivers. You think, then, that the present system is even too 
generous to these people? 

Captain Greennacker. No, sir; we do not. But we do not think 
that there is an ability, with the thinness of the record, the fact that 
the people are not on active duty—there is an inability to correctly 
and fairly to all Reserve officers determine who is the truly outstand- 
ing. 

. Mr. Rrvers. Well, haven’t a lot of these same people been on active 
uty ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Not in recent years, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, we are going to call an authority on this. Mr. 
Slatinshek, now you are just recently off active duty. Now, what have 
you to say about it? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. Well, I would like to call the committee’s atten- 
tion to the fact that this, of course, is purely a permissive authority. 
In other words, there is no requirement that the Board in fact dip 
below the zone to pick up any outstanding officer. It simply gives 
them the opportunity to do it if they see fit. 

Now, what Captain Greenbacker has said may be true, except that 
I feel that interpreting it, what it amounts to is that he wants to pro- 
tect the selection board against itself and I don’t feel that that is a 
very solid argument. 

I have some statements here that have been submitted to me and I 
would like to read them to you, which reflect the Naval Reserve 
Officers Association’s view on it, and I think it will probably put this 
in its proper perspective. 

Mr. Rivers. Right now, it is not in its proper perspective? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. I don’t believe so, personally. I am a little 
prejudiced, I admit, on this subject. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Captain Greenbacker, who composes these selec- 
tion boards? 

Captain Greensacker. The selection boards have representation of 
both officers on active duty and on inactive duty—some Reserves and 
some Regulars. 

Mr. Rivers. What about the active duty components of the board ? 

Captain Greenpacker. Of course, the active duty reservist who 
is on this board may or may not be subject to the same system. 

I would like to explain that, Mr. Chairman. Most Reserve officers 
on active duty are what we call lineal list reservists. They are pro- 
moted by the Regular boards. They are on the same lineal list and 
come up before the same selection boards. 

Other active duty Reserve officers are on active duty for the admin- 
istration and training of Reserves—the so-called TARS. They are 
treated promotionwise as though they were not on active duty. They 
are promoted Reserve promotion boards—selection boards, rather. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, the TAR program is a special group. 

Captain GrEENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. They are a special qualified group, aren’t they? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. And they are selected by Reserve 
boards rather than the Regular boards. 
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Mr. Rivers. That is right. 
Captain GreenpackerR. But there is on the Reserve board repre- 
sentation of both the Regular officer and the various kinds of Reserve 
officers. 

Now, I think I should repeat, sir, that the reason that the Navy 
has taken this strong attitude is as a result of past experience. 

Mr. Rivers. That board couldn’t be trusted ¢ 

Captain GreenBacker. Well, I don’t think the board should be 
criticized. The board did this on the basis of what they saw on the 
record. 

Mr. Rivers. So you can’t give the board the discretion to go by 
what the man’s record is. 

Captain Greenpacker. Well, as I have pointed out, Mr. Chairman, 
the record is so thin that where they have in the past made those 
selections, it was very unpopular with the bulk of Reserve officers. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, now, go ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Wampter. Mr. Chairman, may I direct this question ? 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Wamp.er. Have you any figures as to how many of those men 
were promoted under such circumstances / 

Captain GreenBacker. This was back prior to 1954, Mr. Wampler. 
I understand that there are actually only a couple of such cases, 
one of which became highly controversial. 

Mr. Wampter. There is one other thing. 

I think—Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Wamecer. That the captain brought out a very vital point 
here, and that is the fact that such an amendment as we have here 
would get the Navy on its toes in this training duty business, so 
they can evaluate and analyze an officer a lot better than they have 
in the past. 

My best experiences have been in the Navy in trying to give people 
training in these programs for 2 weeks. You take an officer with 
specialized ability who wants to get that kind of training and he 
goes to an LST or he goes to an LCI or he goes to a disestablishment 
of a ship. They will place him anyplace where they can give him 2 
weeks’ training. They will put him under the supervision of an 
officer, say in the transportation department or such, where that man 
isn’t related, and that man is to make an evaluation of his report. 

I think there is no justification for giving the man the kind of a 
report that he should have when he comes back. He hasn’t the par- 
ticular interest when he goes. And I think that this itself is an incen- 
tive to get the Navy on their toes so that they are going to create a 
training program during the 2 weeks’ period that will fit the needs of 
the man and bring up the proper efficiency of the Navy so that these 
people in a state of readiness can meet the situation to bolster our 
military. I actually think when we run this paralleling of the Reg- 
ular service we are going to find that these men are going to be much 
better qualified. I speak strictly from some of the experiences I have 
already had in the Navy regarding their training programs. I think 
it is a wonderful thing we brought this out at this time. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, what rank do you hold? 
Mr. Wamp ter. Lieutenant commander. 
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Mr. Rivers. Now, there is a man who knows what he is talking 
about. 

Captain Greenpacker. I would agree, Mr. Wampler, that there are 
many improvements that could be made in the assignment of these 
officers in their 2 weeks’ active training duty. 

There are, however, a lot of limitations for the senior officers, and 
I am speaking from lieutenant commander through captain. That is 
as to where they can go, where they would be able to take on jobs. 
This is different from what they might learn, but where they would 
be able to take on jobs which coals give them the responsibility 
under which they could show this outstanding ability, and I might 
cite as an example: before I came to my present billet, sir, I was com- 
manding officer of a destroyer. At one Reserve cruise I had two 
Reserve commanders on board. They were very interested officers. 
We were able to give them a lot of instructions. We were able to 
send them to schools, these short 1- and 2-day schools. 

We were able to give them a fair amount of immediate ship-handling 
work, when we could get the ship by itself, but in no sense were we 
able, and I don’t think it would have been possible, to give those 
officers a real responsible job. We could evaluate them as to what they 
had learned and the attitude they showed. But that is about as far 
as it would go. 

Mr. Wampter. Well, the thing I was getting—trying to point up 
was the fact that the attitude of that man is attribued to the fact that 
he isn’t assigned properly and that possibly many of those people have 
come to you as administrators. They aren’t ship handlers at all. 
They belong in the field of administration, and when they put in 
their application for training duty, they put down “I am an admin- 
istrator.” “I work in this capacity.” 1 have served two times aboard 
a destroyer and I wouldn’t any more fit on a destroyer at all than any 
misfit, because that particularly wouldn’t be any qualification. 

I didn’t want a destroyer, but it seemed to be the certain assignment 
that I drew. Men have applied who are well qualified in CIC train- 
ing and tried to get in schools in Kansas and places of that type and 
they closed the doors on those people and they applied time and time 
again. 

Now, I say that merely as a stimulus to our military, knowing that 
you have many, many problems, but when you have problems, the only 
way to conquer those problems is to face it and meet it and not legislate 
something that will weaken the program, but do something that will 
stimulate the program. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Vinson is the author of the Selection Board 
System. Before you were born, Captain, before I was born, too, I 
might add, as you know. 

Captain GreenBAckeERr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If the selection board is sound—and I don’t think 
there has ever been a sounder or more impartial way to divorce the 
human element of partiality than the selection board—taking it. day 
im and day out, day in and day out, and day in and day out. I don’t 
know if we ever devised any better plan. 

Captain Greenpacker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If it. is sound and justifies its existence, I don’t know 
whether it should proscribe by law their capacity to reward a capable 
and promising officer. 
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Now, as I understand it, this amendment is permissive and not 
mandatory. 

Captain GreenpackeEr. This is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. So if that it true, I don‘t see how on earth it would 
hurt. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. Excuse me. 

Mr. Morris. Were you through / 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. I would just like to have a very few minutes to make 
this observation: I believe this is about the most important, one of the 
most important pieces of testimony that has been offered before our 
committee because it expresses a philosophy that I have felt all the 
time that does exist in regard to our Regular services. 

In all due respect to the captain, a distinguished officer who ap- 
pears before us here—I am sure he is a man of sincerity and a man of 
high character and unusual ability, or he wouldn’t be in his position. 
No reflection on him. But the philosophy, Captain, that you are ex- 
pressing in my judgment is contrary to common sense. It is con- 
trary to the best interest of our country——and that is what we are 
trying to look after. And it is contrary to all experience in high 
endeavors of human society. It is contrary to what happens in busi- 
ness. 

People are promoted in business not just because of longevity of 
service, but because of their ability. They are promoted in every field 
of human endeavor according to ability. 

Now, as counsel has said here, this is purely a permissive statute, 
or law, if we should write it into law, and this Board, evidently, will 
be very careful in making provisions and dipping down regular chan- 
nels or regular protocol and promoting those above their ordinary 
promotion. 

Now, I conclude by making this observation: if that. philosophy 
that you are expressing had been followed throughout in this coun- 
try, in a different field, but the same philosophy—for instance, that 
before a man can be President of the United States he must have gone 
to some school and have a degree or something, we would have lost 
George Washington, Abraham Lincoln, and Andrew Jackson, three 
of the very greatest Presidents we have ever had. 

If that philosophy were followed, we would have lost some of the 
greatest generals that ever served. 

If that philosophy were followed, we would lose some of the very 
finest Members that. we have in Congress, both in the House and in 
the Senate. 

In other words, your philosophy is that the promotion should not 
take place there because they are not following protocol in coming 
into the regular service and following it according to the regular status 
that is set up; because they are in the Reserve system there, you feel 
that the Board should not even have the permissive right to promote 
them. 

Now, I think that your philosophy is just contrary to what the 
philosophy ought to be in this committee. 

Captain GreenpacKeERr. I would like to say, Mr. Morris, that that 
actually, I don’t think, is the philosophy that I intended to express. 
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We are in favor of the below-the-zone selection of all outstanding 
officers, and I would like to point out that it is not a matter of Regulars 
as opposed to Reserves because in the Navy we have a single promotion 
system and Reserve officers on active duty are as eligible as anyone 
else for that 5 percent below the zone. 

The point that we do make is that the philosophy is good, but in 
this particular instance, because of the matter of the thinness of 
records of officers not on active duty, that its use would be in most 
cases discriminatory against a large number of outstanding officers 
who have outstanding capabilities but have not had the opportunity 
to show their outstanding qualities through actual performance. 

We set this aside not as a matter of philosophy, but as a special case 
because of the circumstances, and that is as far as we go on that, 
sir. 

Mr. Morris. Let me just make this suggestion in regard to what 
you have said here. 

Your thinking, in my judgment—and I respect your view. You 
have some good argument for it. No question about that. But you 
are making an argument in favor of status quo and you are making 
an argument in favor of the protection of the individual to the loss 
to the Nation. Because you might find—this Board might find, could 
very easily find, not many perhaps, but at least find a few genuises 
that would know more and be more capable than anyone in the Reg- 
ular Establishment. 

May I conclude just by making this observation: Some of the great- 
est sivhsanadia in medicine, for instance, have been brought about 
not by doctors at all. There was an old lady over in England who 
discovered digitalis and, of course, she was belittled and even mis- 
treated because she was not following protocol, but she gave to 
humanity and medical science one of the greatest discoveries that 
science has ever had. 

In final conclusion, we couldn’t sit here in this well-lighted room 
had it not been for Edison. We couldn’t sit here. He was a genius. 
And he was more or less unschooled, untrained, and didn’t come up 
in the regular protocol way. 

So I will conclude by saying that if we do not give this Board 
that power, in my judgment these who are on inactive status—a few 
genuises—certainly those who have great and outstanding ability, 
their services will not be utilized for our country, and I just would 
like to see the Board at least given the opportunity to pick out a few 
of these outstanding people who are geniuses and who can come to 
our rescue in time of need and trouble. 

Mr. Rivers. That is a good point to stop right there. 

I don’t think the approval of this amendment will destroy the U.S. 
Navy. It will tell you to get some outstanding people to put on that 
Board, and when you have constituted that Board, it will tell the 
Board that we are not going to tell you how to run your business. 

If you see a good boy, pick him up and you don’t have to do it. 
But you don’t have to not do it. Does that explain it? 

(Mr. Slatinshek nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, the amendment is approved. 

Mr. SiatinsuEK. May I read the amendment into the record, Mr. 
Chairman ? 
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Mr. Rivers. You read it in the record. 

We are going to declare a recess until next Tuesday. 

Mr. SiatinsueK. Next Tuesday morning at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. Rivers. Next Tuesday at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. SiatinsueK. The motion approved by the committee is to 
amend the proposed legislation to include the following change: Sec- 
tion 5899(a) of title 10, United States Code, is amended and included 
in H.R. 7325 by adding the following: 

However, officers in grade of captain or commander shall become eligible for 
consideration for promotion when their running mates become eligible for con- 
sideration for promotion, but from among those eligible commanders who are 
junior to the junior officer within the promotion zone, the Board may recommend 
for promotion to the grade of captain a number of officers that does not exceed 
five per centum of the total number of officers that the Board is authorized to 
recommend for promotion, unless that number is less than one, in which case 
it may recommend one such officer. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, what is wrong with that? What is wrong with 
that ¢ 

Mr. Statrnsuek. Nothing, sir. That, I feel, accomplishes the de- 
sires of the committee. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think that is going to hurt the Navy. Do you 
really think so, Captain ? 

Captain GreenBacker. No, sir; not substantial damage. There is 
no question but that this is a relatively small point and perhaps I 
have taken up too much of the committee’s time in pressing the view. 

Mr. Rivers. You made a good witness. You carried out your 
orders. We want to commend you as a fine witness and an honest wit- 
nesstoo. You haven’t evaded any questions. 

Captain Greenspacker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee will stand in recess until Tuesday morn- 
ing at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:54 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, July 7, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscommiTrTee No. 3 

Washington, D.C., Tuesday, July 7, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., L. Mendel Rivers (chairman of the 
subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order. 

I think we left off on page 38. If we can get a sufficiently large 
membership about 10:30, I am going to ask the committee to go into 
executive session. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be here when it is con- 
sidered, if possible. I have an appearance before the Agriculture 
Committee this morning on a very important matter that I am in- 
terested in at 10:30, to make a statement. 

I want to be there very badly at that time. If they can hear me 
right at 10:30, I am sure it will not take me over 10 or 15 minutes. 

Mr. Rivers. We can only meet until 11 and then Mr. Vinson has 
asked me to—— 
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Mr. Winsteap. There is a meeting of the conferees. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Vinson has asked me to adjourn the committee at 
5 minutes to 11 so we can meet in his office, the conferees on what is left 
of the public works bill to be sent up to the Senate. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, this is such an important provision in 
the bill—of course, all of the provisions are important—but this one 
is so extremely important in formulating policy that I am just wonder- 
ing whether or not it would be satisfactory to pass this over until, 
say, tomorrow or some other convenient time when we can all be 
present before passing on this particular section. 

Tam just asking if we could do that. 

Mr. Rivers. To be sure we would not do anything without every 
member knowing about it, because this committee is too unified in its 
thought in accomplishing anything. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, we might discuss this and get some ideas 
on it and then tomorrow with a 2-hour meeting, we might be able to 





wrap it up. 

Mr. Rivers. I dislike very much not to make a decision on this prob- 
lem. It does something to you to get it out of your system. 

Mr. Winsreap. Provided it is the right one. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, even the right or wrong one, if you get it be- 
hind you. 

Colonel Brackerr. There might be some wisdom in deferring this 
until after we get through the Air Force title. In the Army title, for 
instance, after you extended the period for the time of the delay of 
the elimination of unit officers to January 1962, that had some effect on 
this particular problem and, therefore, a couple of things that will 
be discussed in the Air Force title that may have some effect on it. 

So, if the committee chooses to go ahead, some of these discussions 
may bring out some things that might have some effect on your de- 
cision on this thing which could be 

Mr. Rivers. The only thing that worries me is I do not want to 
delay this thing until it gets cold in our minds. We have really 
rehashed it and rehashed it and rehased it so much. 

Mr. Bray. Do you think we here could have a meeting every day 
the rest of this week ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Wrvsreap. Until Thursday,anyway. I do not think we should 
delay any longer than we have to. We should be able to finish it 
up with a couple more sessions. 

Mr. Rivers. We have not avoided making a decision on any knotty 
problem presented to this committee and I want to make one on this. 

Of course you cannot please all of the people when you make 
decisions. 

(Discussion was off the record.) 

Mr. Rivers. Let us get back to the bill. 

Mr. Statrnsuex. The next item for consideration, Mr. Chairman. 
is clause 31 which appears on page 38 of the committee print under 
H.R. 7325. This clause affects the Department of the Navy and was. 
of course, not included in the National Guard draft of the legislation. 

Clause 31, section 5902 is amended by adding the following new 
subsection at the end thereof. 





(e) The promotion of an officer of the Naval Reserve or the Marine Corps 
Reserve who is under investigation or against whom proceedings of a court- 
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martial or a board of officers are pending may be delayed by the Secretary of 
the Navy until the investigation or proceedings are completed. However, the 
promotion of an officer may not be delayed under this subsection for more than 
1 year after the date he is selected for promotion unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that a further delay is necessary in the public interest. 

Captain Greenbacker, will you explain the purpose of this change? 

Captain Greenpacker. Well, I think that Colonel Bracket could 
cover this since this is a uniform item and has already been taken 
care of. 

Colonel Brackerr. This provision is similar to one that the Army 
already has had in ROPA and was originated in ROPA. The Air 
Force is also proposing a similar provision which will make it uni- 
form for the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. 

The purpose of this provision is a protection for the reservist, 
himself, if he is under investigation or awaiting courtmartial. In 
the past we had had the problem where he comes up to the period 
where he must be promoted or removed from the recommended list. 
If he is removed from the recommended list, this is a rather drastic 
thing because it is the same thing as a passover. If he comes up the 
next time and fails a promotion, he is twice passed over. 

Under these circumstances, we will menely delay without prejudice 
his promotion until such time as the action is completed on the case 
and then we promote him as if there had been no delay. We will be 
able to backdate the promotion. 

Mr. Rivers. It is not mandatory. 

The only thing that is mandatory is you have to do something 
within a year. 

Colonel Bracxerr. That is right. 

We have to make a decision within a year. 

Mr. Rivers. But you do not have to. We get into the use of the 
word “may,” again. 

Mr. SuatinsHek. Actually, this is a conforming change, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Rrvers. Without objection 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. May I ask Mr. Boyer, why did we not make this 
uniform throughout ROPA? Iam just trying to recall. 

Colonel Boyer. Well, the main reason, Mr. Van Zandt, each of the 
services had their own promotion policies and so when we adopted 
ROPA, we tried to conform with what was in OPA and, therefore 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We found such provisions could not be applied 
uniformly across the board because of the differential that existed in 
promotion routines. 

Colonel Borer. That is right, and we were following OPA and 
certain provisions not in OPA we did not put in ROPA. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection; very well, next. 

Mr. Sriatrnsnek. The next change does not appear in either draft. 
This represents a change originally proposed by the Department of 
the Navy and eliminated by the Bureau of the Budget. This would 
modify section 5907 of ROPA and I will read the suggested language 
change. 

However, if an officer has not established his professional and moral qualifica- 
tions as prescribed by the Secretary of the Navy under section 5867 of this 
title within 1 year after the date on which the President approved the report of 
the selection board that recommended him for promotion, he is entitled to the 
pay and allowances of the grade to which promoted only from the date he is 
appointed in that grade. 
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Captain Greenbacker can address himself to that prospective change. 
Captain Greenpacker. Mr. Chairman, present law provides that 
on promotion, a Reserve officer in the Navy (or Marine Corps) is 
entitled to the increased pay and allowances, as of the date of eligibil- 
ity which, under the system we employ, means the date of the vacancy 
and it is now possible for an officer by failing to meet his qualifications, 
to delay his actual promotion up to 2 or 3 years, and then once he gets 
them in, is entitled to that back pay and allowances all of the way 
back to the time of the vacancy when he has actually not. been serving 
in that higher grade. This has several problems. 

One is the fact that it involves going back in the accounts, into past 
fiscal years. Secondly, it is subject to abuses in that. an officer who 
is about to be promoted out of a unit by failing to qualify for his 
promotion can hang on in that unit, thereby keeping someone else 
from moving up into that billet. 

Therefore, the Navy asked for this 1-year limitation. After that 
year is up, he would no longer be entitled to the back pay and allow- 
ances but would be entitled to his pay and allowances in the higher 
grade only from the date on which he was actually promoted. 

Mr. Bray. What is the Army and Air Force law on that subject? 

Mr. Minor. Sir, we do not have a provision that allows back pay. 

Our promotions are effective from the day announced for both pay 
and rank purposes. 

Mr. Bray. So, I was thinking this merely brings all of the services 
together on that subject. They are approximately together. 

‘olonel Brackxerr. It would bring them closer together, it brings 
the Naval Reserves closer to the Navy Regulars. That is the purpose. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? It would seem 
to me on the face of it that would be a good provision. But I am just 
wondering why any officer would not want immediately to accept his 
promotion. Why wouldn’t he want to do that? 

Captain Greenpacker. One might be just negligent in failing to 
get in his necessary courses. The other would be to keep from being 
promoted out of a unit. If he is promoted, he would have too senior a 
rank to stay in the unit. 

Mr. Morris. I wondered why. Isee now. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, is it not true that the intent of this amend- 
ment will also bring the law into line with the practice that you apply 
to Regulars? 

Captain GrREENBACKER. Yes, sir. I was about to go into that. The 
Regular in general has about 1 year. If he fails to pass his promotion 
exam, he may be within that year—probably will be—disqualified by 
action of the Naval Examining Board. So this brings it into close 
practice. The Bureau of the Budget, however—this was the old 
clause 36—rejected this and this is the reason it was withdrawn from 
the official submission of the Department of Defense. I will read the 
objection of the Bureau of the Budget. They say, and I quote: 

This proposal would limit to 1 year the period for which retroactive pay may 
be allowed for Naval and Marine Corps Reserve officers who delay the establish- 
ment of professional and moral qualifications. Provided that the time limit 
is reduced from 1 year to 30 days, there would be no objection to inclusion of 


this amendment in order to minimize the applicability of retroactive pay to 
Reserve promotions. 
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We felt that 30 days was unacceptable, that you could not even get 
an exchange of mail with a reasonable time to respond within a 30-day 
period and it also would be unduly restrictive compared with the prac- 
tice for the Regular who generally has a full year to accomplish his 
qualifications. Therefore, it was withdrawn but it was withdrawn 
only because of that 30-day restriction which was imposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. As I understand it now, the Navy Department likes 
this language ¢ 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. Siatrinsuek. The next section also does not appear in either 
7325 or 5083. It included two recommended changes to section 6389 
of title 10. 

Mr. Bray. What page do you find them on ? 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Neither of them appears in the draft bills. These 
were changes that in one case were recommended by the Department 
of the Navy and deleted again by the Bureau of the Budget. In the 
other it was a change recommended by the Reserve Officers Associa- 
tion. I will read the first draft language and the justification and ask 
Captain Greenbacker to address himself to it. 

The first change: 

Notwithstanding the first sentence of this subsection, the Secretary may defer 
the retirement or discharge of such number of officers serving in the grade of 
lieutenant commander as is necessary to maintain the authorized officers strength 
of the Ready Reserve but the deferment for any individual officer may not be 
in excess of 5 years. 

Present law requires that twice-passed-over lieutenant commanders, 
upon the completion of 20 years total commissioned service, be trans- 
ferred to an inactive status. This proposal would permit their re- 
tention as necessary to make up shortages in the Ready Reserve. 

The Bureau of the Budget rejected this on the basis that, before 
the need for this amendment can be recognized, a comprehensive study 
of Ready Reserve requirements be made, clearly related to current 
mobilization plans. The Navy asked for this amendment based on 
estimated shortages in Ready Reserve officer strength, estimated 80,000 
required in 1961-62. The Bureau of the Budget’s attack is against 
the concept rather than upon this item, itself. 

Captain Greenbacker, can you elaborate on this proposed change? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, the Ready Reserve officer strength established by the 
Department of Defense is the requirement for 80,000 officers. Be- 
cause of the valley behind the hump, it is estimated that there will be 
a probability—and this is looking into the future in fiscal year 1962— 
there is a good probability that we will have a shortage so that we 
will be unable to maintain that strength. 

The shortage now exists in the grade of lieutenant and as it moves 
into the grade of lieutenant commander, there may be a need to 
retain passed-over lieutenant. commanders past that 20-year point of 
the mandatory separation point in order to keep up the strength. It 
was for this reason that. the Navy asked for this proposal to be in- 
cluded in the original bill as it was submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget. Now, actually because those people so closely follow the 
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hump there is no vacancy for them to promote these officers to the 
rank of commander but there may still be a shortage of lieutenant 
commanders, hence the need to keep these people on. It could only 
be done if there is that shortage and only in an individual case for 
a total of 5 years. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, in what rank is the hump? 

Captain Greensacker. The hump is now in the ranks of lieutenant 
commander and commander. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You say there is a valley now or vacancy behind 
this hump. 

Captain GreeNBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. And we are talking now only about Ready 
Reserves. 

Captain Greennacker. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. And this would give the Navy Department for a 
period of 5 years the right to retain twice-passed-over 20-year lieu- 
tenant commanders and to continue them on for another 5-year period ? 

Captain Greenpacker. Yes, sir. The authorization is not limited 
to 5 years, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I mean that this privilege will extend for 5 years. 

Captain Greensacker. For any individual officer. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, that would just be a specific individual. 

Captain Greensacker. Yes, sir, in numbers necessary to keep up 
the strength of the Ready Reserve to the required strength. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. In other words, we could say it this way: The 
Navy Department could take an officer who had been passed over twice 
and who had 20 years of Reserve service and continue him on as a 
lieutenant commander for 5 more years. 

Captain GreenBacKeEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. He would not be considered any more. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. He would not be eligible for promotion to com- 
mander. 

Captain GreenBacker. I do not think he would although that is 
not a clear point. 

Mr. Rivers. Why wouldn't he be eligible? 

Mr. Minor. He would not be eligible because there is no provision 
of law for considering officers who have been twice passed over ; that is 
the reason. 

Once he has been twice passed over, there is no provision to consider 
him under from there on in. He is just in a saved category like 
these people you saved the other day who have not got their 20 years 
in for retirement but 

Captain Greenpacker. He would be eligible. That is not correct. 
That is the case in the Army and the Air Force that a twice-passed- 
over officer is no longer eligible but let us take what we have now. 

We are bringing people up for commander in about the 16th year. 
That lieutenant commander does not go out until 20 but he can be 
picked up any time until he actually goes out. So there is nothing 
in this provision that would keep such a retained officer from being 
considered. 

Mr. Rivers. That is my understanding. 
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Mr. Minor. We had better check that and furnish it for the record, 
I think, because that is not my understanding. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, you find out. You are a Navy 
man; you ought to know. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

I am quite sure Captain Greenbacker is correct in this sense: He 
remains in the zone and consequently officers in the zone—would 
necessarily be eligible but by virtue of the fact of his being twice passed 
over, the probability of his being pee up is negligible. 

Mr. Rivers. I am not talking about that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. It is a handicap to him. 

Mr. Rivers. Passed over once is a handicap. 

Mr. Boyer. Maybe I can straighten it out this way. 

The procedures with reference to promotion in the Navy and Army 
and Air Force are distinct. With two passovers in the Army and 
Air Force up to the grade of lieutenant commander the man is then 
ineligible. In the Navy two passovers does not bother him until he 
gets 20 years’ service. Then the system of selection to commander is 
different from the selection to lieutenant colonel in the Army and 
Air. To lieutenant colonel in the Army and Air a man only has to 
be fully qualified, and if he is fully qualified, whether the vacancy 
is in that grade or not, he must be promoted if recommended but in 
the Navy he is selected on the best qualified and only with the slots 
for them can they be promoted. 

This makes the difference in the selection. The two passovers, as a 
lieutenant commander does not bother him. He can come up agam and 
if selected, he will be promoted. 

Mr. Bray. I would like to get this clear in my mind. 

That lieutenant commander has been twice passed over—let us go 
into the second passover. If there was a great surplus of commanders 
and there was no vacancy, would he still be passed over or is being 
passed over again dependent upon there being a vacancy ¢ 

Captain GREENBACHER. No, sir. 

The passover does not depend directly on that. 

Mr. Bray. If he does not qualify the second time, he gets it re- 
gardless of whether there is a vacancy ahead, so what you are pro- 
posing to do here is keep men on who have not met your seth som 

Captain GREENBACKER. They have met standards as lieutenant com- 
manders. ‘They would be kept on as lieutenant commanders. The 
vacancy only affects the numbers to be selected. Once the selection 
board is given a number to select, they may select from in the zone or 
above the zone. 

Mr. Bray. I do not believe I made myself clear. 

Let us assume that there are absolutely no vacancies, that every 
lieutenant commander’s place is filled; do you still promote him? 

Captain GreenBacKer. There would be selection board then. 

Mr. Bray. And he would not be passed over ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Let us say there were 1,000 coming up and let us say 
there were 10 vacancies. Would only 10 of that thousand make it 
and 990 be passed over ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. Then the fact he was passed over might not be a re- 
flection on his ability to fill that position. 
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Captain Greensacker. No, sir, and that is the situation we are 
facing now with the active duty force with the hump situation. — 

The attrition rates are very, very heavy. Actually, I think we might 
point out here, Mr. Chairman, that this is a matter that did not come 
up when we considered this proposal. If the committee wished, we 
could certainly include a proviso in here that such retained officers 
would not be further considered. 

As a practical matter, the chance of their being selected by sub- 
sequent selection boards is quite remote, but we would have no objec- 
tion to such a proviso being added to this language. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Well, why create a special group of officers? 

Mr. Rivers. Even a blind hog might pick up an acorn according to 
the old saying. 

Captain Greensacker. We would be happy to leave the language as 
is and let such officer remain eligible. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Let me ask this question, Captain: 

In selecting these lieutenant commanders who should be retained 
for a period of 5 years, will you screen those, the entire group of lieu- 
tenant commanders that have been passed over or will you take them 
according to their number ? 

Captain GreenBacKer. I would expect that it would be on a process 
of screening, Mr. Van Zandt, by an administrative board set up within 
the Bureau at the 20-year point. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. So it would really be another selection, would it 
not ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection ; go ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. We have another proposed change to this section. 

Mr. Rivers. Where are you reading now ? 

Mr. StatrnsHeK. These are two changes that were recommended by 
the Department of the Navy, neither of which appears in 7325 or 5083. 

They have been deleted by the Bureau of the Budget. This second 
change is designed to take care of a situation where certain officers who 
would have been twice passed over and in the grade of lieutenant com- 
mander and above would have been required to be transferred to an 
inactive status but would be transferred to such status short of having 
completed 20 years of service. 

Captain Greenbacker can explain the operation of this section. 

Captain Greenpacker. Mr. Chairman, this proposal has not yet 
been acted upon by the Bureau of the Budget as far as I know. This 
was introduced separately and it was still under consideration. It is 
appropriate that we consider it, however, because it goes along with 
the matter of taking care of those officers in the Army with constructive 
service and Mr. Van Zandt was assured the other day that there would 
be a Navy provision. Since the total commissioned service is not com- 
puted the same way as satisfactory Federal service, the situation exists 
that an officer who is given constructive service, who does not attain 
the rank of commander, is separated after a total of 20 years total 
commissioned service, may not even have the possibility of earning his 
age 60 retirement. 

A good example of that is the medical officer who has 4 years con- 
structive service. Well, his 20 years total commissioned service occurs 
after he has actually been aboard only 16 years. Those 4 years of con- 
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structive credit count for total commissioned service but not for satis- 
factory Federal service, and this provision would permit such people 
to be retained past the 20-year point for a period of time equal to the 
constructive credit granted them provided they could qualify for their 
sgt? satisfactory Federal service within that time. 

This corresponds to the provision which was adopted for the officers 
of the Army in comparable situations. 

Mr. Bray. We passed through legislation on that matter in this bill 
previously for the Army ¢ 

ream § Brackxetr. That was in connection with age 25, the com- 
promise that you effected. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van.Zanpr. Captain, as I understand it, an officer who needed 


2 years to retire under title III could be retained in his rank of lieu- 


tenant commander. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. And when he has accumulated the additional 2 
years of satisfactory service, he then becomes eligible for retirement, 
is that correct ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And this amendment will establish a uniformity 
throughout the services. 

Mr. Rivers. Could you consistently say that because of conditions 
beyond his control, he got passed over twice before he had 20 years 
and this gives him the opportunity to get those 20 years? 

Captain Greenpacker. Yes, sir; a short summary. It makes it 
theoretically possible for him and practically possible for him to earn 
his retirement whereas, under the present law, there is absolutely no 
possibility for him if he goes out as a lieutenant commander to earn it. 

Mr. Boyer. Mr. Chairman, this is very much needed. It is exactly 
the same proposition on this over-25 in the Army where, if a man was 
commissioned past 35, he could not qualify. Well, these people with 
this 2 or 3 or 4 year’s constructive service, if a lieutenant commander, 
he gets his 20 years’ total service, he only has 16 or 17 years actual 
service. This gives him the same. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection 

Mr. Cuampertarn. Mr. Chairman, could I inquire if this applies to 
other than medical officers ? 

Captain Greensacker. It would apply to any officers granted con- 
structive service. 

Mr. Chamberlain, the law permits the Secretary, in commissioning 
such officers, to grant them constructive service in accordance with 
their background and educational attainments. That is a general pro- 
vision. The law then goes on to specify the minimum amount of con- 
structive credit which must be given to medical, dental, and to legal 
specialists and also the Chaplain Corps. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Rivers. Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Captain, how many people would be covered by 
this—I mean, how many more people would be coming into the rt- 
tirement system, have you any idea under this provision ? 

Captain Greensacker. At the present time the number of people 
close to being caught by this numbers about 100 but in the future it 
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would apply to everyone of that type of officers, who if they did not 
get selected and promoted to the rank of lieutenant commander, and if 
they go out as lieutenant commanders at the 20-year point, any of the 
people in that category I just listed would have no possibility of 
earning retirement, 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. W ell, then it would increase quite considerably 
over the present 100, w ould it not 4 

Captain Greensacker. The numbers would increase, but, of course, 
it is hard to predict into the future the number of officers who would 
fail of selection to commander. 

Mrs, Sr. George. Thank you. 

Colonel Brackerr. Mr. Chairman, merely as amatter of record, 
sir, this particular provision is now in coordination within the De- 
partment of Defense but no position has been established within 
the Department. 

Mr. uc Zanvt. But we are giving the same treatment here to the 
Navy as we have already agreed to by an amendment adopted some 
weeks ago that applies tothe Army. 

Colonel Brackerr. Approximately. 

Mr. Rivers. You have no reason to feel that the Department of 
Defense would not approve it ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. Sir, I really do not know. We cannot say at 
present. 

Mr. Van Zanprt. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, does such a privilege exist today for 
the Regulars? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir, any officer—because we do not 
have the concept of satisfactory Federal service, any officer, medical 
dental, chaplain, or legal specialists, is going to be assured, if he 
makes lieutenant commander, of retirement. 

This is really a hole in the law, in effect. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Slatinshek, this is somewhat more liberal than the 
Army provision tentatively adopted. There it only applies to those 
who were commissioned prior to the ROPA being passed. 

Mr. SuaTiInsHeK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. So they did not know where they were. That is, cer- 
tain things were held out to them and then we changed the ground 
rules, so to speak, by the adoption of ROPA. 

Mr. StatinsueK. That is correct. 

Mr. Bray. What would you think of the fairness of having the 
same limitations on this provision ? 

Colonel Brackett. I think the difference here, sir, if I may say so, 
is this is a case where people have to go out at 20 years; with the 
Army it is at 28 years and with 28 years, even with his constructive 
service, he probably has the opportunity to get 20 years. 

Mr. Bray. Yes, but what I mean, Colonel, is this: We are merely— 
you know what we did in the Army situation. 

We took care of those who had no knowledge that we were going 
to change the law and, consequently, they were relying on the situa- 
tion of law which was changed, and I am just trying to see if it 
could be written in the same way, taking care of those who were com- 
missioned. At the present time now every one of these people in- 
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volved accepted their commissions at a time before ROPA was 
passed and it is merely keeping their—Mrs. St. George mentioned 
how large that group will become, but in the future a large group 
will not grow up. It is merely the situation that will develop from 
the people now commissioned and commissioned prior to the passage 
of 7 JPA approximately 4 years ago. 

Captain ca ENBACKER. There is a difference, though, which I think 
Colonel Brackett started to point out. Under the promotion prac- 
tices of the Army and the Air Force almost all officers would be 
permitted to go tothe 28th year. 

Mr. Bray. I realize there is a difference. 

Captain GREENBACKER. But we cut off large numbers at the 20-year 
point. 

Mr. Bray. I see, but I am talking about the legislation we tentative- 
ly approved a few days ago by amendment. That took care of those 
who were relying on reaching 20 years and would not have been al- 
lowed to do so if we had not changed the law before ROPA was passed. 

I realize this is a different situation but at least those in the future 
who do go in now know what they are faced with and have for the 
past 4 years. One of my fears is that in this legislation while now 
it may be relatively harmless will not assume enormous proportions 
but I am wondering about what may develop in the future. 

Tht is what we tried to guard against in this Army amendment. We 
did not try to take care of those who come in knowing what the future 
brings about. We took care of those who simply could not have known 
what we were going to do and, consequently, there can be no great 
future problem arise over increased numbers coming under that law. 
That is what I am thinking about this time. As long as we can see 
what we are doing now, we see the fact and what the cost is going to 
be, but the question has been raised that we cannot see as far into the 
future. Would it be possible, Mr. Slatinshek—I am not saying 
whether it should be done or not, but what it would be possible to 
work out with this amendment that is being suggested now, while it 
would only apply to those already in and did not know w hat future 
legislation was going to be. 

Mr. SiatinsHEeK. We could, except that it would then discriminate 
against those officers who came in subsequently. 

“Mr. Bray. Yes, but the people subsequently know what they are 
facing. 

Mr. SLaTrNsHeK. Except they would have an almost impossible 
situation, depending upon the attrition in the lieutenant commander 
grade. 

In other words, if they serve faithfully for, let us assume, 17 years 
and came up for promotion and, because of the small selection factor, 
let us say 5 or 10 percent are almost certain of being passed over, they 
would have to be transferred to an inactive status and lose any oppor- 
tunity for retirement, whereas they had been under the impression for 
17 years they could go on. This is not true in the case of the Army. 

Mr. Bray. Maybe many of them would not want Reserve commis- 
sions as they see the future. 

I want everyone to see what the future holds for him. I am not 
saying that we should make such qualification for this amendment. I 
am just thinking of the possibility. 
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Mr. SuatinsHEK. Well, this amendment carries language which, for 
practical purposes, recognizes the period of constructive service that 
they were given, and limits it to that period. It limits the deferment 
to the period of constructive service, so this more or less parallels 
what would be in effect for the Army in the future. 

Mr. Bray. Not too many men are going in now on that constructive 
service except doctors, are they ? 

Mr. SiatinsHEK. I do not believe so. 

Captain Greenpacker. For a possible few exceptions such as physi- 
cists and related fields, we do have to give, by law, constructive service 
of 4 years for the physicians, for the dentists, and 3 years for the 
legal specialists and for chaplains. 

Mr. Rivers. I am glad to hear you address them right. A lot. of 
people say doctors and dentists, physicians and dentists is right. 

Captain GREENBACKER. I have Coemek 

Colonel Brackerr. I believe the Army testified on a couple of occa- 
sions that henceforth they are not commissioning anyone who cannot 
complete 20 years satisfactory service. It would be impossible for 
the Navy to do that. 

Mr. Rivers. We are going to have to adjourn shortly. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, doesn’t an inequity exist here between 
the Reserve and the Regulars as far as retirement is concerned ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir; it does. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Absolutely. Those of us who are interested in 
ROPA, our interest is based on an equity and here is an inequity that 
should be corrected. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection the amendment will be accepted. 

I will ask the committee to stand in adjournment until 10 o’elock 
tomorrow. We will have another meeting tomorrow at 11 o'clock. 
Maybe we could meet earlier. Can you meet at 9:30? 

Very well, let us meet tomorrow morning at 9:30. That will give 
us an hour and a half and maybe we can resolve this. 

Let everybody try to be here and maybe we can resolve this problem 
which we deferred the other day on the National Guard technician 
problem which confronts us. 

That is really the only problem which we have. 

We will be in recess until tomorrow morning at 9 :30. 

(Whereupon at 10:50 a.m. the subcommittee recessed until 9:30 
a.m. Wednesday, July 8, 1959.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
ScscoMMIrTree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, July 9, 1959. 
The subcommittee met at 10:08 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 


Mr. Rivers. Where are we now ¢ ; ’ 
Mr. Suatinsuex. Page 39. That had to do with clause 32 in H.R. 


7325 on page 39 of our print. Clause 32 says as follows: 
Section 6391(a) is amended by inserting the words “or on the inactive status 
list” after the words “active status.” 
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Captain Greenbacker, would you explain that change? 

Mr. Rivers. This was in the bill submitted by the Department ? 

Captain GREENBACKER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We want that included in the bill that I introduced 
on behalf of the National Guard. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Which is 5083. The bill under consideration. 

Captain GreensackeEr. This is a technical amendment only. The 
present clause has an omission in that the age retirement provision for 
Reserve oflicers, age 62, lists only active status Reserve officers and 
says nothing about inactive status officers. This makes it apply to 
both. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Next. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The next section, clause 33, in H.R. 5083, page 
40 of the committee print. 

Colonel Brackett. This is the beginning of the 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Yes, changes to the Air Force section, title 10. 

This particular section has to do with a lifting of the grade limi- 
tation ceilings in respect to promotions in the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. This is where we officially come into the Air Force 
section, Colonel Brackett ¢ 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. You are going to speak both for the Department and 
the Air Force ? 

Colonel Brackett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Eggleton, this finishes you, doesn’t it ¢ 

Colonel Eceteton. Yes, pretty much. There are a few items at 
the end of the bill that affect the Army. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me inquire now of those affected—General Strauss, 
Colonel Eggleton—you too, Colonel Brackett, because you represent 
the Department—and whoever represents General Finucane. 

Colonel Brackerr. Colonel Dickens. 

Mr. Rivers. This provision that is readopted, proposed by Gen- 
eral Anderson, which only applied in the attriting of 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Unit officers and 

Mr. Rivers. That is right. The attriting of unit officers until 1962. 

General Srravss. Eighteen months. 

Mr. Minor. It would become effective January 1, 1962. 

Mr. Rivers. That has given everybody who is affected from the 
date this act was originally written—which was when? 

Mr. StatinsHek. It became effective July 1, 1955. 

Mr. Rivers. They have had from 1955 to 1962—614 years. That 
would apply to the National Guard as well as 

General Strauss. Army Guard only at the present time under the 
provision that you adopted. 

Mr. Rivers. It would apply for the Army Guard, and if we apply 
it to the Air Force, it would apply to the Air National Guard and 
it would apply to unit officers. That is the contention of the ad- 
jutants general that these technicians in the units are vital to the 
mobilization potential of the respective guard. 

Colonel Brackxerr. This particular amendment changing the effec- 
tive date to January 1, 1962, affects all unit officers whether they are 
technicians or not. 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. All branches of the service ? 

Colonel Brackxerr. No, the current amendment has been only ap- 
plied to the Army. It would affect technicians just as well as it 
would affect nontechnicians. 

Mr. Rivers. It would affect these technicians, wouldn’t it? 

General Srravuss. As members of units: yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What is going on in my mind is this: I have talked to 
Mr. Slatinshek. I haven’t talked to members of the committee. It 
looks to me like what we should do, since we had this meeting with 
Mr. Irons who very ably reviewed the agreement that Mr. Fridge has 
been discussing with the Civil Service Commission asking us to let 
the thing work and see what comes up. It looks like we ought to—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Let the present law work ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. This agreement. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The amendment will go into effect ¢ 

Mr. Rivers. We have adopted an amendment during your absence. 
It will extend it to 1962. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What is this agreement you are talking about 

Mr. Rivers. The agreement of the Civil Service Commission with 
the Air Foree—— 

Colonel Brackerr. For administration of the Air Reserve pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Bray. It has nothing to do with this amendment ? 

Mr. Rivers. It is an agreement that is in effect affecting Reserves, 
and since we are going to let that agreement stand 

Mr. SiatrnsHek. We had not acted on it. 

Mr. Rivers. He has asked us not to tamper with it until we see how 
it works because it is easier to let it work and then go into it rather 
than put something on the statute books that we might be sorry for. 

Mr. Bray. The matter under consideration, the matter we are dis- 
cussing now, Mr. Van Zandt, is the plan the Air Reserve force has. 
Group commanders are given a civil service rating for 6 days in the 
week and 1 day they are on active duty. I raised the question about 
what you are going to do. The gentleman from the Civil Service 
Commission, Mr. Irons, was here, and I raised the question of what 
you are going to do when that squadron commander or group com- 
mander is for some reason relieved from command. He said he still 
retains his civil service unit status. Incidentally, Mr. Secretary, I 
suggested to the counsel to take down—to make copies of the testi- 
mony of Mr. Irons, which I believe will show the situation—and at 
least it does explain those questions—it does explain the situation 
pretty well. I would like to have three copies of that testimony taken 
down, and then give you a copy so as to permit the proper people to 
study the problem, because it is evident we haven't as yet corrected it— 
the Air Force and Civil Service without the consent of Congress has 
created a Frankenstein that will haunt us for a long time. 

Mr. Rivers. Since we haven't given it the effect of law, I think it 
might be well if we permit that thing to work until next year and take 
a look-see next year, at which time Mr. Irons said—he said, “At the 
moment it is working well.” He doesn’t see any difficulty, and we 
‘an address ourselves after this period of probation. 

That appears to me to be a sensible suggestion. 
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Mr. Bray. My suggestion was that this be made so they can see and 
be aware of the situation that may develop. I think that was brought 
out rather fully on the questioning of Mr. Irons. 

Mr. Rivers. We could refer to that in our report and still not dis- 
turb it by a provision in this bill. If somthing comes up next year, 
we will go into the posture of this. If we should do that, it seems to 
me that since we have adopted General Anderson’s amendment, it 
would also require the Department and the adjutants general to get 
together on these technicians because they have 2 years’ grace anyway 
if this bill passes, if the big committee accepts it and it gets ti 4 
the House and Senate—and then take up the problem of the technicians 
all across the board. 

Mr. Bray. What do you think, Mr. Chairman, on the committee 
report showing that we became aware of the situation and that they 
have done it without any specific authority from Congress at all. 
Yes, not critical, but say that the matter was discussed and there is no 
specific congressional act following it. We are observing the situa- 
tion to see how it will work out. 

Mr. F river. I concur in all you say and all that Mr. Irons brought 
out. We recognize this to be a problem area. The problem is still 
being implemented. We are just now continuing to hire people and 
veal like just a little longer to administratively try to decide what 
legislation we need, what we don’t need, or what we need to do to 
correct the obvious evils of the system. 

Mr. Rivers. If this bill is passed, if you pardon my interruption, 
regardless of what you work out, the unit officer will be protected under 
this amendment. Is that your understanding, Colonel Boyer? 

Colonel Boyer. I believe that is right. You are talking about the 
umendment to extend it to 62? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Minor. As it stands right now it only applies to the Army. 
Should you apply it, it would obviate the question for that 18 months. 

Mr. Rivers. After the effective date of this 62 

Mr. Minor. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I am saying this for the benefit of the record. That 
doesn’t quite clarify the matter. Let’ssay an officer, for either physical 
or mental or reason of efficiency, moral reasons—the military sees fit to 
relieve him from his place of command or responsibility that has 
nothing to do with this extension we are talking about. Then he still 
remains until civil service, by some procedure set forth by them, en- 
tirely removes the military until they determine he should be relieved. 
I am saying that merely for the record. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Friper. You are correct. 

Mr. Rivers. This can be brought out very plainly in the report. 

Mr. Bray, we can also bring out that the affected departments realize 
the area of possible trouble and for that very reason they want to see 
how this new departure from the normal may affect conditions in the 
future. Should the conditions which you bring out, and I think 
everybody has testified that fitness is a condition precedent to—— 

Colonel Brackerr. No question on that. 

Mr. Rivers. He has to get his good fitness reports and otherwise be 
qualified. I think it might be well if we would go into that and give 
them a little time to work it out. If we do that, there is no reason why 
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we shouldn’t also direct the Department to try to solve the problem that 
you and the other representatives of the National Guard have insofar 
as the technicians in that area are concerned, because you have the 2 
years grace anyway. 

General Strauss. All the remarks that have been said so far apply 
strictly to the Air Force Reserve and to the Federal Civil Service. 
This is a problem that does not enter into the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. They have the same kind of a status. The only differ- 
ence is that they are not covered by civil service. 

General Srrauss. That is right. And we are not faced with the 
problem of kicking a man out of the guard as an officer and retaining 
him asa civil employee of the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. You have the units protected, which has been your main 
contention, due to the fact that you say you don’t have M-day potential 
if you don’t have a unit potential. 

General Srravss. For the past 5 years the Department has had this 
under study. It is largely as a result of the impetus of the States and 
the Air Guard that this provision is currently in 5083, as it was de- 
veloped by a special committee appointed by the Chief of Staff, set 
before the Air Force Section 5 Committee, approved by them and 
approved by the Reserve Policy Committee. 

Mr. Rivers. Despite all of that, the only way you got your bill 
through this committee was some of us introduced it. So you haven’t 
done so bad. You have to be sensible, all of us have to be sensible. 
It ishard for me most of thetime. You have done pretty well. If you 
get that, you will get exactly 95 percent of what you ask for. If you 
can bat 64 percent you are a star in the major league. If you can get 
one hit out of three you can play on any club in the big leagues, That 
is why I never got any. 

Colonel Brackerr. I feel quite sure the Department of Defense 
would be happy to accept that solution and would be happy to select 
and let you come up with a proper recommendation. 

Mr. Rivers. I think this committee has enough influence with our 
chairman that we can take this posture thing up next year and we will 
be in business at the same old place. We have not done bad for well 
intentioned people with a green chairman. 

General Srravss. I congratulate the committee on its actions in 
this bill. 

Mr. Rivers. I think, despite my being green around the gills, as 
that Northeast Airlines thing advertises all the time, this committee 
has kept me pretty straight, thanks to Mr. Van Zandt and Mr. Bray 
and older members of the subcommittee. It is hard to find anybody 
who is closer to his own guard than Iam. I don’t believe in my own 
heart we should enact something that may not be wise when we have 
plenty of time to address ourselves to it and we plan to do it. We 
certainly haven’t been the spokesman of any group. We have tried 
to be objective. I think that the Department, in response to inquiries 
and interrogations by the committee, have, wherever they felt they had 
an agreement with you, General Strauss—when I say “you,” I mean 
your organization—they have been honest about it and candid, that 
they did try to fulfill their agreement, despite the Budget’s action. I 
think that can be consistently said. I was impressed by General Mil- 
ton’s trying to work out something. I don’t think he particularly 
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cared about the 2-year extension that General Anderson got through. 
There, again, he hasn’t done so bad, either. 

Mr. Van Zandt, I would like to hear your ideas about it. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Let’s get going. 

Mr. Rivers. What do you think about what I have said ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I was not familiar with the agreement. That is 
the reason I asked the question. 

Mr. Rivers. You hadtobeaway. The record shows that. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think your position is sound. I think that the 
bill that we are going to send to the floor will represent a compromise 
in the thinking of all concerned. When you reach that point in legis- 
lation, it is always good legislation. I think the bill we will send to 
the floor will be a good bill. 

Mr. Rivers. After all, the other body has some responsibility. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Bray. Your suggestion is—I will ask General Strauss—— 

Mr. Rivers. He is the same fellow that you said was very able and 
was.of great help to this committee. 

Mr. Bray. That is right. You stand where you are and you will 
not lose your technicians during this following 18 months from the 
first day of July; is that correct ? 

General Srrauss. We might on the Army side. They have an 
interim provision that is in effect while the moratorium is on the 
service and grade retirement. It appears later on in the technical 
section of the bill, Mr. Bray. They have interim ages at which people 
are discharged or retired from an active status, for lieutenant colonels 
and colonels. 

Mr. Bray. Would you know at this time whether there is going to 
be anything to adversely affect this moratorium that you speak of ? 

General Srravss. I don’t know the actual ages of the officer civil 
employees of the Army National Guard. It is conceivable that the 
interim provision which is in effect while the moratorium is in effect 
might cause the discharge or separation from an active status of some 
of these employees in the Army National Guard. This does not affect 
the Air Guard. 

Mr. Bray. I did hear from the adjutant general of my State who 
does believe rather strongly that it would adversely affect the guard 
if we don’t give that protection to your technicians. I haven't had 
an opportunity to argue with him about it yet. 

Mr. Rivers. That shows General Strauss is on the job. 

Mr. Bray. He just happened to be thinking along the same line. I 
am sure nobody on the committee wants to do anything to adversely 
affect the guard because I think everyone is proud of the job they are 
doing. 

Mr. Rivers. I am not going to be any party to immobilizing the 
guard. They have a lot of other responsibilities other than M-day. 
You take in case of hurricanes, which visit my country regularly, 
the guard is a vital force in the protection of property. What I am 
worried about. now is General Anderson’s amendment affecting only 
unit officers, if we were to adopt the thinking that I have just dis- 
cussed a while ago for my own part, and I am not going to ask any 
member of the committee to do other than what he thinks is right, 
because we have all the same responsibility, if we should consider the 
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nonunit officers. Should we leave out the nonunit officers? That is 
the replacement group, isn’t it / 

Mr. SiatTinsHeK. They are all unit officers, Mr. Chairman. Let me 
address myself to what General Strauss has said. It is true that it is 
possible that a few unit officers might be attrited before 62 under a 
provision which would be carried over. At the present time ROPA 
1as age limits, 55 for lieutenant colonel and 58 for colonels. This 
particular provision, of course, will go out of effect and age 62 will 
take its place in respect to all nonunit officers on July 1, 1960. By 
virtue of the change we are making in respect to unit officers we 
will carry over the age provision currently in effect for unit officers, 
in other words, 55 and 58. So to that degree we might conceivably 
eliminate a few officers. But the ages are fairly high, 55 and 58. To 
that degree, General Strauss’ observation is correct. 

General Srravss. I was only observing it from technicians and 
employees. 

Mr. Rivers. What is your point / 

Mr. SiatinsHek. The point is there is some validity that a few of 
these technicians might conceivably be attrited out notwithstanding 
the fact that we are postponing the attrition factor for total years of 
service in 62. A few could be attrited out on the basis of age, 55 
and 58. 

General Srrauss. We could take care of that in 

Mr. StatinsHEK. We could make a slight modification exempting 
the technicians, 

Mr. Rivers. Let’s do that. What do you think of that, General 
Strauss ? 

General Strauss. We are in the hands of the committee. I think 
the committee is doing a very fine and adequate job in considering 
the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. We are trying to work it out. We are trying to give 
you as much time as anybody else and—this is not an easy job. I hon- 
estly didn’t look for it. Every man of the committee realizes that. 
You take Mr. Van Zandt, he is on a million things. Mr. Van Zandt 
just came back. I don’t know of any committee that has more other 
work to do. Our distinguished colleague here is just worked to 
death. Mr. Morris has to be somewhere else this morning. We are all 
very busy. I want to get this thing behind us. If I could get the 
committee to accept that idea, we can address ourselves next year and 
have the rest of the bill behind us. Address ourselves to that, because 
the introduction of a bill is very easy. Mr. Vinson has been quite 
interested in this and has given us the go-ahead. 

General Strauss. While we are discussing this again, I would like 
to call to the committee’s attention and counsel’s attention that the 
Army Guard now is in a little different situation than the Air Guard 
and the civilian employee thing. Because if this bill becomes law it 
will come under the mandatory system of the selection system for pro- 
motion. Therefore, we will be providing that these civilian employees, 
officer types of the Army National Guard, may be promoted out of the 
guard, which is not now possible. 

Mr. Rivers. They won't be voted out for those 2 years. 

Mr. Minor. For cause or passed over, which is so today with respect 
to the Air National Guard. 
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Mr. Rivers. What is that ? 

Mr. Minor. The committee adopted a provision earlier in the con- 
sideration here which makes Air National Guard officers eligible for 
mandatory consideration—Army the same as the Air National Guard 
today is. He is saying that under that amendment it would be possi- 
ble for an Air National Guard—Army—technician twice passed over 
for promotion to be eliminated. 

General Srravuss. That is not what I said. That part is perfectly 
all right. 

Colonel Brackerr. Promoted out 

Mr. Minor. Give them a 3-year leeway. 

Mr. Rivers. I prefaced all my remarks that next year it is our in- 
tention to look into this thing from a posture standpoint with a view 
of introducing legislation if it is necessary. I am assuming that we 
are going to get this retention act out. We will have the WAC behind 
us. We will have the nurses’ bill behind us. We will have the 6 
months’ training bill behind us. We will have the extension of the 
draft behind us in the big committee. We will have a lot off our sched- 
ule next year. 

Mr. Bray. As to this mandatory consideration for promotion, re- 
gardless of slots, the National Guard wants that, do they ? 

General Srravss. Yes, sir. The guard has gone along with that. 

Mr. Bray. I want to object to it. Frankly, I doubt very strongly 
the wisdom if it. I think it has worked out pretty well the way it 
has been for a long time. I don’t think anything could be worse 
than to have a Mexican general situation, that is, a great deal of rank. 
I am merely saying this for the record because I think in time it is 
going to bother the situation. Probably a great number considered 
it and have arrived at a better opinion than I have. I have seen it 
for many years. I am thinking of one captain in a battery in a 
neighboring city. If they had the same rulings now he would be 
overage in grade. But when World War II started his rise was 
phenomenal. He came out with an outstanding record, but if you 
had the same situation you would have lost him. He wasn’t interested 
in promotion. He was a very 

Mr. Rivers. What was that? 

Mr. Bray. He was a very successful professional man in the city 
he lives in. And he did an outstanding job as battery commander 
over a period of many years. When war started he was there still 
a battery commander. Then his rise from that time was phenomenal. 
He was wearing eagles and before the war was half over, because he 
had acquainted himself with the problems not only of his job but 
on ahead. He was an outstanding professional man. I don’t want 
to go into details as to who he was. But he filled a job and anyone 
in that theater knew the outstanding job he performed. In order 
to get officers a rank we may be doing something that we will be 
sorry for. 

He might have held higher positions there but in all probability 
he would have gone out of the guard. I do hope that the guard 
does watch this situation, if it is getting out of hand they will bring 
it to the attention of Congress at the proper time. I am not trying 
to set up my knowledge of the situation as better than all the brains 
that did work out that plan. I am still not convinced. 
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General Strauss. I think the Army Guard has viewed it was some 
trepidation. But with the provision in there for a 3-year delay, it 
apparently is satisfactory to the States. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Eggleton. 

Colonel Eceteton. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I can’t speak offi- 
cially for the Army in this proposed amendment or solution that 
you are discussing this morning. But I would think that the Army 
would object for the same reasons that they have objected to the 
original proposal in 5083. To me this right away, just at least tempo- 
rarily, provides a sanctuary for the technical group until January 1, 
1962. General Anderson’s proposal which you did adopt did extend 
the temporary ages we now have for majors and lieutenant colonels 
and colonels toward the unit officer. This would exempt a special 
preferred group of unit officers from the application of those tempo- 
rary ages. 

Mr. Rivers, They are a special group anyway. They are techni- 
cians. That is how they got the job. 

Colonel Eeeieton. Yes, from a civilian point of view. We think 
again they must be mobilized 

Mr. Rivers. They are the only group that wear two hats. The 
only place that the Civil Service has testified that you have a res- 
ervoir of officers and enlisted men, too, that you offer these civil 
service jobs to. They are a special group. And that is the only 
group it is open to; isn’t that right? 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. That is the only group they apply the register to? 

Colonel Eceietron. That group represents 8 percent of the total 
National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. A lot have written to me and call it the “hard core” of 
the unit, whatever that is. It sounds to me like it is important. If 
you don’t want that, we can leave the provision of the other bill in 
here. Would you rather have it the other way ? 

Colonel Eecieron. Officially, sir, we don’t like the bill the way 
it is and, unofficially, I think we would object to this. 

Mr. Rivers. If you had to take one or the other—and for, your 
— you will have to do exactly that—which would you 
take ! 

Colonel Eacteton. If I had to, I would prefer the second one. 

Mr. Rivers. I think so, too. We may change it next year. We 
are going to address ourselves to it. That is the point I am trying 
to get home to you. If what has happened to the U.S. Army hasn't 
destroyed it by now, it can surely live another 12 months. 

Colonel Eccieton. Of course it can. 

Mr. Rivers. I saw by the paper that a certain general quit because 
he said he didn’t have modern equipment. 

General Srravss. Mr. Chairman, I hate to belabor the point, but 
while we are on this point there is another consideration. The present 
law protects the civilian employees of the Air National Guard from 
promotion out of the units by virtue of the mandatory system, but 
only those who were in prior to July 1 of 1955, the effective date of 
the act. 

Mr. Rivers. Pre-ROPA. 

General Srravuss. Yes. Therefore, it is conceivable again that 
those who have joined up since then and will be coming up for man- 
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datory consideration might possibly go out before the committee gets 
around to facing up to this problem again. 

Mr. Minor. That is 3 years. 

General Srrauss. Not in the Air. 

Mr. Rivers. We are not protecting post-ROPA because they had 
notice of it. 

Mr. Statinsuek. That is right. 

May I ask the committee for a statement of position on this now? 
Can I repeat what we have apparently discussed and 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, I wish you would for those who have come in. 
Maybe we can resolve this. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. H.R. 5083 introduced by Mr. Rivers at the re- 
quest of the National Guard contains a provision at clause 31 which 
would exempt the civilian technicians in the National Guard pro- 
gram from the attrition features of ROPA, particularly one attrition 
feature which has to do with total years of service. The committee 
was reluctant to provide this change. The Army calls it a sanctuary 
for these people, because they would be exempted from the general 
attritive provisions and they felt this group would therefore be over- 
age. This problem, of course, is also connected with a similar problem 
in the Air National Guard and in the Air Force Reserve. You have 
heard some discussion of the Air Force Reserve problem by Mr. Irons. 
The committee appeared to be of the opinion that it would be well 
advised 

Mr. Rivers. That was my idea. 

Mr. StatrnsHek. Mr. Rivers is of the opinion that the committee 
would be well advised to omit this particular provision from the law, 
particularly from the change, particularly in view of the fact that the 
committee has already approved an extension, in the case of unit offi- 
cers, of the effective date of this attritive provision, that is, unit offi- 
cers would not be subject to attrition on the basis of total years of 
service until 1962. However, General Strauss has pointed out that in 
the carryover we would also carry over the existing age attrition pro- 
vision, in the case of lieutenant colonel and below, that it is age 55, 
and in the case of colonel, 58. So, he pointed out that in a number 
of instances some of these officers might be attrited because of this age 
feature notwithstanding the fact that we postpone the effective date 
of this other attrition feature until 1962. On the basis of that observa- 
tion—and, I might add, the Army objected to that particular idea— 
Mr. Rivers suggested that we could perhaps except the technicians 
from this particular age attrition feature also until 1962. It would 
appear, therefore, that the committee is of the opinion—or Mr. Rivers 
is of the opinion—that we ought to omit clause 31 and simply make a 
modification to the change already made in respect to unit officers by 
excepting those unit officers who are civilian technicians from the age 
attrition feature. 

Mr. Rivers. And again to give a thumbnail description of it, as I 
understand it, the agreement that the Air Force has with the Civil 
Service would be given an opportunity to simmer a while and be 
worked out from a practical standpoint, to see if these problems can 
be solved administratively. Additionally, we would state in the re- 
port that we direct the Department of Defense to address itself to the 
problem of the unit officer of the Air and the Army National Guard, 
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and then next session have a review of the posture of the whole Re- 
serve program, which, of course, includes the guard, and then if it 
is necessary to introduce a bill to try to cure whatever defects may re- 
main, or if anything comes that needs our attention, we would have 
occasion to do it, because then our backlog, we had quite an agenda 
this year, will have been completed. Thus, we will direct the De- 
partment to see if something can be worked out and report how these 
things are working. 

It appears to be a good solution. Colonel Brackett is agreeing to 
it and I guess Colonel Boyer sees nothing wrong with it because he 
had no direction to fight this because he didn’t even have a direction 
to fight for 1962. This thing is not unanimous because the whole 
theory behind the whole thing is to have a virile organization, give 
the boys below an opportunity to get to the top and not perpetuate 
anybody or any group in any branch of the service. That is the theory 
behind all of it. 

Mr. Minor. I wonder if I could put into the record what that 
would amount to doing, into the bill. It might be a good thing to 
have in the record. This would amount to taking out the present 
clause 31 of the bill, which relates to Army Guard technicians. We 
would take out clause 61 of the bill which relates to Air National 
Guard and Air Force Reserve technicians. We would delete sec- 
tion, I believe it is, 6 of the bill. It would add Air Force unit of- 
ficers extension to January 1, 1962, to Mr. Anderson’s amendment, 
which was adopted, and we would have to add language to exempt 
Army Guard technicians from the interim age provisions applicable 
until 1962 under the Anderson amendment, which is also in section 21 
of Public Law 85-861. So that from now until 1962, January 1, all 
unit officers of the Army Reserve and Army National Guard except 
guard technicians would be subject to the two age limitations that 
Mr. Slatinshek mentioned, 55 for lieutenant colonels and 58 for 
colonels. That is your understanding? 

General Strauss. Yes. That is very good. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, has Mr. Minor got everybody sufficiently con- 
fused ? 

Mr. Minor. It is a very complicated problem there. You have to 
make a lot of changes in the bill to accommodate it. 

Mr. Rivers. I think everybody understands it. We can delay this 
thing until next year and address ourselves to it next year. At the 
same time concur in the request by the Civil Service and of Mr. 
Fridge of the Air Force, and other representatives of the Air Force, 
and get the other parts of the bill underway. I would like to ask the 
committee how they feel about it. 

Mr. Fisuer. I think the chairman has suggested a very good solu- 
tion. It meets with my approval. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I would suggest that the staff prepare the amend- 
ment and contingent on that the committee delay action, and at the 





next meeting 
Mr. Rivers. I would like to vote on that today. 
Mr. SiatINsHEK. May I interject here, it is my intention with the 
permission of the Chair, to get a committee print involving all changes. 
Mr. Rivers. We will direct the counsel to work it out with the 
representative of the Department and the organizations so that nobody 
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can be overlooked, and—that goes for everybody here—and protect 
everybody along the lines that we have been thinking. Everybody 
knows what the problem is. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I do not want to establish inequities. If the pro- 
posed language there covers the entire field, and treats everybody alike, 
Iam for it. 

Mr. Wampter. I think that this is a move in the right direction. 
I think definitely it at least gives us the basic fundamentals of getting 
our feet on the ground floor and making progress. From here I think 
the next time we have a chance to evaluate this we will be making 
even more rapid strides than we have in the past. 

Mr. Rivers. That will be the principal problem under considera- 
tion. Thank you, Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Bray, what do you think? 

Mr. Bray. It seems to be a pretty good solution. I voted against 
extending the date. The committee chose otherwise. I think since 
that decision was made, I think perhaps we might as well go ahead on 
the suggested line to give us a little more time to look the matter over. 
If we have made an error in extending the time, at least we will have 
time next year, or any time before 62 

Mr. Rivers. If we have made a mistake under the compelling testi- 
mony of the National Guard and of the ROA, there would be only a 
very few percentage which is affected. I can’t in my heart see that 
would destroy the services. The presentation that General Strauss 
and Colonel Boyer have made that these percentages won't directly 
affect the operation of the military, I don’t think it will destroy them 
and I don’t think they think so either. 

Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I agree with your statement. I also voted agamst 
extending the date to 1962. But in view of the fact that we have done 
that now, and that is a settled fact, I think this seems to me to meet 
the objections of the Civil Service Commission and also meets with the 
approval of the gentlemen who are here today, so I think it is an emi- 
nently admirable solution, 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I share the views that have been expressed. 

Mr. Rivers. We want that to apply to the Coast Guard. 
ae SiatinsuEK. This provision is peculiar to the Army and Air 

orce. 

Mr. Rivers. We don’t want to overlook the Coast Guard. Without 
objection, then, and assuming that it is unanimous, we will arrive at 
that conclusion, and, Mr. Slatinshek, you carry out the wishes brought 
about by Mr. Van Zandt’s remarks. Let’s get ahead with the rest of 
the bill. That is about the only obstacle that has been confronting us. 

General Strauss, you can tell your group you worked out a pretty 
good compromise. 

Mr. Svatrnsuek. Mr. Chairman, as we previously indicated we 
now begin the Air Force section, the changes to ROPA. We begin 
on page 40 of the committee print. 

Mr. Rivers. By making that agreement we have worked out that 
problem that you brought to our attention. 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What is this letter here ? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. You can disregard that. 
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Mr. Rivers. This is the thing we discussed ? 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. We begin with clause 33 of H.R. 5083 and 7325. 
They are almost identical except in 7325 it would remain for 2 years 
and in 5083 it would be permanent legislation. 

Colonel Brackett, could you explain the purpose of this change? 

Colonel Bracxerr. The purpose is to assure continued promotion 
of unit officers of the unit and individual mobilization officers of the 
Ready Reserve and of the Air National Guard. It is somewhat sim- 
ilar to the clarifying clause in 3212 which was approved by this com- 
mittee earlier in the session. In addition it has a slight provision in 
there that will assure the promotion to field grades to fill certain re- 
quirements of WAF and nurses and medical specialists that have been 
blocked in the past. As I testified in regard to 3212, the 2 years’ ex- 
tension was put in at the request of the Bureau of the Budget. The 
Department of Defense, of course, is in favor of the entire clause 
which in the first three subsections are identical, but favors the ex- 
tension only for 2 years, limitation for 2 years, for the same reason I 
testified under 3212. 

Mr. Rivers. What isthe pleasure of the committee ? 

General Srrauss. I would like to call to your attention that the 
committee did not adopt the 2-year limitation for the Army. 

Colonel Boyer. We knocked that 2-year limitation out in the Army 
and we think it should be knocked out here. 

Mr. SLatrnsHEeK. Yes, to be consistent. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to be consistent. 

Mr. Minor. What you do is adopt the H.R. 5083 clause 33. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. The next page is 41. We move to clause 34. 

Mr. Rivers. What does that do? 

Colonel Brackerr. This is a rather obscure one that was put in 
several years ago and was designed for the purpose of protecting 
the officer serving as Assistant Chief or Chief. of a National Guard 
Bureau 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t that necessary ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. In case the general officer strength becomes 
overstrength. Actually the situation may not arise. 

Mr. Mrnor. A similar amendment was adopted in the case of the 
Army. I don’t know if it is exactly the same but the section was 
amended. 

Colonel Brackerr. It protects the officer when he goes back—— 

Mr. Rivers. That is what we want to do. 

Colonel Bracxerr. This was dropped out by the request of the 
Bureau of the Budget because there was no similar provision for the 
amendment—— 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SiatinsHeK. Clause 35: 


Section 8353(a) is amended by striking out the words “and is not already 
a commissioned officer of an armed force.” 





This again is in the nature of a technical amendment now in that it 
follows the amendment previously made in the Army section regard- 
ing constructive service. ‘That is page 41. 
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Colonel Bracxerr. It has already been adopted for the Army and 
for the Navy and a Coast Guard amendment will be forthcoming. 

Mr. Rivers. To make it consistent. 

Mr. Slatinshek, should we overlook it, be sure there will be con- 
sistency across the board for all the affected services. That is what 
the committee wants. We don’t want to overlook anybody. 

Thirty-six. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Clause 36: 

Section 8361 is amended— 

(A) by inserting the word “Reserve” before the word “grade” wherever it 
occurs in subsection (a) ; and 

(B) by adding the following new sentence at the end of the subsection (e) : 
“Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, such a Reserve commis- 
sioned officer may not be considered for promotion until at least one year after 
the date on which he is returned to an active status.” 


Colonel Brackett, will you address yourself to that ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. These two are the same in both bills. The 
second one has already been passed for the Army and Navy and is to 
protect an officer when he comes from an inactive status to an active 
status, so he won’t be considered before he has adequate records to be 
considered by the board. The first section is a technical section which 
I would like to have Mr. Minor explain. 

Mr. Mrwnor. Actually, all the first one does is to add the word 
“Reserve” before the word “grade” to make it clear it applies to Re- 
serve grades. It should have been in the original. It corrects tech- 
nically the language that is already in ROPA. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SiatrnsHEK. Clause 37: 

Section 8363 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “one year” in subsection (a) (5) and (6) and 
inserting the words “three years” and “two years,” respectively, in place there- 
of ; 

(B) by striking out the figure “8372” in subsection (c) and inserting the 
figures “8366, 8372, or 8373” in place thereof ; 

(C) by striking out the words “8379, or 8380 of this title or subsection (f)” 
in subsection (e) and inserting the words “or 8379 of this title or subsection 
(f) or (g)” in place thereof ; and 

(D) by adding the following new subsection at the end thereof ; 

“(g) The promotion of a Reserve commissioned officer who is under investiga- 
tion or against whom proceedings of a court-martial or board of officers are 
pending may be delayed until the investigation or proceedings are completed. 
However, a promotion may not be delayed under this subsection for more than 
one year after the date he is selected for promotion unless the Secretary of the 
Air Force determines that a further delay is necessary in the public in- 
terest.” 

Colonel Bracxerr. It is the same in both bills with the exception 
of clause 37 (a). 

Mr. Rivers. And 2 and 3 years. 

Colonel Brackxerr. That was not stricken out by the Bureau of the 
Budget. It was stricken out by the Air Force several months ago 
as being not required. We determined that no change from the cur- 
rent length of time in grade, which is 1—2 years and 1 year respec- 
tively—needs to be made because we can handle it administratively. 

Mr. Rivers. You don’t have any objection ? 

Colonel Brackett. No, sir. 
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General Srrauss. Mr. Chairman, we would be delighted to go 
along with the Air Force in this respect by knocking out subsection 
(a). Asa matter of fact, if you knock out subsection (a) you be- 
come uniform with the Regular, isn’t that correct ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. What is wrong with that? 

Mr. SiatinsHek. That is fine. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SxatinsHeEk. It is approved with the deletion of subsection 

a)? 
Mr. Rivers. That will make it parallel the Regular services. 

Colonel Brackerr. That has been our intent all along. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Let’s go to page 44. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Section 38: 

Section 8366 is amended— 

(A) by amending the last sentence of subsection (c) to read as follows: 
“However, if there is no vacancy in the Air National Guard in that grade 
on the date on which he must be promoted under subsection (d), he shall be 
retained in the Air National Guard in that grade for a period ending ninety days 
after that date, or until a vacancy occurs in that grade, whichever is earlier. 
If no vacancy occurs during that period, he shall, on the last day of that 
period, have his Federal recognition terminated and be transferred to the Air 
Force Reserve.” ; 

(B) by striking out the words “federally recognized National Guard before 
June 15, 1933,” in subsection (e) (2) and inserting the words “National Guard” 
in place thereof ; and 

(C) by amending subsection (f) to read as follows: 

“(f) This section does not apply to the promotion to a grade above major 
of any Air Force nurse or medical specialist or any female Reserve officer who 
is not designated under section 8067 (a)—(D) or (g)-—(i) of this title or appointed 
in the Air Force with a view to designation under that section.” 

Mr. Rivers. That just saves him in case there is no vacancies after 
promotion. 

General Srravuss. Only for a period of 90 days. It is really an 
administrative amendment to give the States a chance to operate along 
with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Colonel Brackett, could you address yourself to 
the Defense view on this particular change ? 

Colonel Brackerr. You will notice that clause C on page 45 of 5083 
is identical to clause 37 on page 36 of 7325. We are identical on that. 
The other two were deleted at the request of the Bureau of the Budget. 
In the first place, clause (A) they felt, established an undesirable 
precedent aa was neither desirable or justifiable with the elimination 
of the pusher clause. In the second one the Department of Defense 
struck it out at the request of the Bureau of the Budget, there being no 
apparent reason reason or need for this requirement at the present 
time. I must point out, however, that the committee has already 
adopted an identical provision for the Army in this particular instance. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. Bray. One question : We have taken out the pusher clause? 

Colonel Bracketr. We haven't got to it. 

Mr. Minor. Yes; in a previous section. That is on the preceding 
page. Itisclause (B) of clause 37. 
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Mr. Rivers. Where do we go? 
Mr. SuatrinsHek. Page 45, clause 39: 


Section 8868 is amended— 

(A) by amending subsection (a) to read as follows: 

“(a) In this chapter, ‘deferred officer’ means any of the following officers who 
has been considered, for the first time under this chapter, by a selection board 
for promotion to the next grade higher than his current Reserve grade but not 
recommended for that promotion, who has been examined for the first time for 
Federal recognition in the next grade higher than his current Reserve grade, 
but found not qualified for that recognition, or who has been recommended or 
found qualified and declined that promotion : 

“(1) An officer in the Reserve grade of first lieutenant or captain. 

“(2) An officer in the Reserve grade of major, other than an Air Force nurse 
or medical specialist or a female officer who is not designated under section 8067 
(a)-(d) or (g)—(i) of this title or appointed in the Air Force with a view to 
designation under that section.” ; 

(B) by inserting the words “, or is recommended and declines the pro- 
motion” after the words “not recommended for promotion” in subsection (f) ; 
and 

(C) by inserting the words “, or is recommended or found qualified and 
declines the promotion” after the words “found qualified for Federal recog- 
nition” in subsection (g). 


Mr. Rivers. Those things just catalog the group who may be or 
may not be promoted or for any other reason who may decline. 

Colonel Bracket. Principally technical. The major change is to 
move the grade of captain to the grade of major among preferred 
officers to get the nurses—— 

Mr. Rivers. It clarifies—— 

Mr. Minor. Yes. One authority that we have some doubt about. 
What is the status of a Reserve officer. This makes clear he is a de- 
ferred officer. 

Mr. Bray. This is in no way against the present legislation of the 
female rights of any officer. 

Mr. Minor. It is the other way around. This extends upward 
their rights. It brings them into line with the regular 

Mr. Rivers. You wanted the record to show that. 

Mr. StatinsHeK. Clause 40: 


Section 8370 is amended— 
(A) by striking out the word “captain” in subsection (b) and inserting 
the word “major” in place thereof; and 
(B) by amending subsection (c) to read as follows: 
“(c) A Reserve officer who is designated as an Air Force nurse or medical 
specialist may be promoted to a Reserve grade above major only to fill a vacancy 
in the number authorized by the Secretary for that category.” 


Colonel Brackerr. The major change here is the “above major,” or 
it used to read “above captain.” It is to give nurses mandatory pro- 
motion. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. StatinsHek. Page 48 of the committee print. 

Clause 41: 


Section 8372(b) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Whenever the Secretary considers that the number of officers in the 
Reserve grade of captain, major, lieutenant colonel, or colonel in— 

“(1) any unit of the Air Force Reserve that is in the Ready Reserve and 
is not on active duty or is on active duty for training; or 

(2) the Air Force Reserve, in positions to be filled by officers with a mobil- 
ization assignment in the Ready Reserve: 
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“is or may become unbalanced, he may direct that a number specified by him 
be selected from officers of the Air Force Reserve who are in the Ready 
Reserve, who are not on active duty or are on active duty for training, 
but who are determined to be specifically qualified for, and available to fill, 
those vacancies. Selection for promotion under this subsection shall be made 
under the procedures prescribed in the first two sentences of section 83867(c) 
of this title, but no officer may be selected for promotion under this subsection 
unless he is fully qualified for promotion to the grade concerned.” 

Colonel Brackerr. This is largely an administrative amendment. 
It is to clarify certain difficulties that we have encountered in handl- 
ing the promotion of our officers to fill unit vacancies and individual 
mobilization vacancies in the Air Force Reserve. What it does, 
with a few changes in words, it more clearly specifies what categories 
of the Ready Reserve are eligible for this out of turn promotion, unit 
promotion. It more clearly specifies which officers are eligible for 
consideration to fill a specific position vacancy and it makes clear, and 
this is the point we had difficulty on, the selection board will select 
the best. qualified officer but it need not select an officer who is not 
fully qualified. For a while, we had a little difficulty in this area. 
This clarifies the whole procedure on unit promotion. 

Mr. Rivers. I think everybody is in agreement with that. 

Without objection. 

Mr. SuatTiInsHEeK. Clause 42: 

Section 8373(b) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The lists of officers to be considered under subsection (a) shall include 
the names of officers in the Air Force Reserve in the Reserve grade of colonel 
or brigadier general, as the case may be, who, in the opinion of the Secretary, 
are specially qualified and available to fill such vacancies as he may designate. 
In addition, he may refer to the board the names of any officer in the Reserve 
grade of colonel or brigadier general (including officers of the Air National 
Guard of the United States) who are serving on active duty (other than for 


training) in the temporary grade of brigadier general or major general and who, 
in his opinion, are qualified for promotion to the next higher Reserve grade.” 


This does not appear in the defense bill. 

Colonel Brackerr. It is not one that was eliminated by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. It was not sent to the Bureau of the Budget. 
It was eliminated | by the Air Force some 6 months ago because through 

recent interpretation by the Judge Advocate General the difficul- 
ties that we were trying to overcome have now been overcome and the 
Air Force felt these changes were not necessary. 

Mr. Bray. Exactly what did it do? 

Colonel Bracketr. Actually what it does is it reduces in effect the 
number of colonels who may be considered for promotion to the grade 
of general officer by specifying that the Secretary may designate only 
certain individuals to be considered. This is the legal opinion which 
was recently received on this. It narrows the zone of consideration, 
which, on reflection on the part of the Air Force, we don’t want. 

Mr. Rivers. Have you done this to the National Guard ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. The National Guard is not affected. 

General Srrauss. We were never before included in those con- 
siderations. 

Colonel Brackett. And never desired to be considered. 

Mr. Bray. Does this open up the number to be considered or cut 
down the number 





Colonel Brackerr. It cuts down the number. 
Mr. Mrvnor. It would allow the Secretary to cut down. 











2457 


Mr. Statrnsuek. In effect, though they will reach the same con- 
clusion by virtue of this opinion which gives the Secretary that author- 
ity now; isthat correct? In other words with this 

Mr. Minor. The amendment is not legally necessary to achieve the 
desired result. 

Mr. StatinsueK. We will not affect this one way or the other by 
adding this in the law or omitting it. The JAG has interpreted the 
law to provide the Secretary with the authority that was apparently 
desired 

General Srravss. In this connection, inasmuch as the guard officer 
has never been eligible for consideration in this type of promotion, 
what is your thought on that ¢ 

Colonel Brackerr. The last sentence was an administrative method 
they thought was necessary to get the names of guard and Reserve 
officers on active duty over to the Senate for confirmation as Reserve 
officers. The JAG says this is no longer necessary. 

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think it is, either. Let’s cut that out. Page 50. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Clause 43: 








Section 8375(a) is amended by striking out the figure “30” and inserting the 
figure “60” in place thereof. 


Colonel Brackerr. Excuse me just a minute, Mr. Saltinshek. 

Mr. Minor. In the pusher clause we had added 8373 because of this 
amendment. If we don’t make this amendment, we should drop the 
reference to 8373. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. It isa technical change. 

Mr. Rivers. Be sure those technical changes are made. 

Colonel Brackerr. There was an identical provision to this in the 
Army title which was rejected by this committee. The Bureau of the 
Budget requested the deletion as not being necessary, and as I testi- 
fied in regard to section 3375, our experience has shown that it is not 
necessary. Therefore, we do not recommend that it be included. 

Mr. Rivers. It just gives them an extra month on the payroll, 
doesn’t it 

Mr. Minor. Thirty to sixty days. 

Colonel Brackerr. This was not accepted, not adopted for the 
Army by this committee. If the committee desires to be consistent 

Mr. Bray. Isthere any reason why it should be left in? 

Mr. SitaTinsHeRK. Not at all. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

The next section. 

Mr. SiaTinsHeK. Clause 44: 

Section 8376 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the words “, and who was promoted to that temporary 
grade under a general selection board procedure,” in subsection (a) ; 

(B) by inserting the following before the period at the end of the first 
sentence of subsection (c): “or before applying for promotion under sub- 
section (a)” ; and 

(C) by amending the second sentence of subsection (c) to read as follows: 
“When he completes that amount of service and applies, or if, having com- 
pleted that amount of service before being released from active duty, he 
applies, an officer covered by this subsection shall be promoted to the next 
higher Reserve grade, without regard to vacancies.” 

Colonel Brackert. This is an extremely technical section. Under 
the current law it is provided, generally speaking, that an officer, Re- 
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serve officer serving on active duty who receives a temporary appoint- 
ment on active duty may, if he completes the minimum years of service, 
apply and have that temporary grade confirmed as a Resreve grade. 
It also covered procedures as to what to do to an individual whether he 
reached the end of his tour of active duty and had not yet completed 
his minimum service. The wording of the thing allowed some people 
to be able to take advantage of this and other people not to take advan- 
tage of it. Another thing, its wording in regard to general selection 
board procedure obviated medical officers who were promoted on active 
duty to the grade of captain and major under the doctors and dentists 
draft law from getting the commensurate Reserve promotion. The 
purpose of this thing is to make it apply across the board. 

Mr. Minor. At the time the original ROPA was written, this prob- 
lem didn’t exist. This came up as a result of an amendment to the 
doctors law in 1956 and makes this change necessary here. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SLaTinsHEK. Clause 45: 

Section 8877(b) is amended by striking out the words “, except as provided in 
sections 1005 and 1006 of this title, he transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he 
is qualified and applies therefor, or be discharged from his Reserve appoint- 
ment” and inserting the words “be treated in the manner provided for deferred 
officers in section 8846 of this title” in place thereof. 

Colonel Brackerr. This is again a technical amendment. The cur- 
rent law does not establish the—it establishes the exact date at which 
deferred officers who have been twice deferred shall be separated from 
the service. But an officer who is deferred and whose name is removed 
by the Secretary didn’t specify an exact date at which he should go. 
The intention of this thing would be he would be treated as if deferred 
the second time. This was deleted by the Bureau of the Budget as 
being unnecessary and should probably be studied to determine its 
application to the Army and Air Force as well. So for that reason 
the Air Force deleted it from its section of the bill because this situa- 
tion within the Department of Defense has not been resolved. 

Mr. Minor. The amendment would actually have the effect of bring- 
ing the Reserve in line with the Regular officer in this aspect. 

Mr. Rivers. This amendment then is necessary ? 

Colonel Brackerr. It is helpful, not essential. 

Mr. Rivers. It is consistent, though ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. It adds consistency toward the Regulars; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SLatrINsHEK. Clause 46: 

Section 8380 is amended— 

(A) by striking out the last sentence of subsection (b) and inserting the 
following in place thereof: “If he has completed the period of active duty 
(other than for training) that he is required by law or regulation to 
perform as a member of a reserve component and declines the temporary 
appointment, he shall be released from active duty. If he has not com- 
pleted that period of active duty, he shall be retained on active duty in the 
grade in which he was serving before the promotion and may not be released 
from active duty on his application until he completes the period of active 


duty he is so required by law or regulation to perform.” ; and 
(B) by repealing subsection (c). 


Mr. Rivers. That is the same thing. 
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Colonel Brackerr. It is again a technical amendment to afford the 
promotion of a Reserve officer who is serving in an obligated tour. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Clause 47: 

Chapter 837 is amended— 

(A) by adding the following new section at the end thereof : 
“$ 8396. 
Officers promoted under section 8366 of this title; retention in unit”. 

Colonel Brackerr. Stripped of its technicalities the purpose of this 
as proposed by the Air Force was to allow the retention of young men 
in our units and technically qualified professional men in our units 
when they were promoted mandatorily to a grade above that which 
they hold. It was applied for line officers only to the grades of first— 
promotion from first lieutenant to captain and technical officers on 
promotion from captain to major. This is our solution to get some 
stability in our units without losing the vitalization. Its principal and 
most important effect has been in regard to lieutenants. The great- 
est proportion of our unit TO’s are fly’ ing officers, the guys that are 
flying F-100's and F-86's, the TO calls for grade of first lieutenant. 

Under your present promotion system their average age at original 
commission is 23, which means they will _be promoted to captain un- 
der the mandatory promotion provision 7 years later at age 30. We 
have spent fifty to seventy-five thousand dollars training these young 
pilots. They would have to leave the unit at age 30 when they are 
Just at the peak of their efficiency. 

Mr. Rivers. And this protects them ? 

Colonel Brackerr. Yes. This was deleted by the Bureau of the 
Budget, and, of course, therefore, it is opposed officially by the De- 
partment of Defense, because the Bureau of the Budget felt that it 
established an undesirable precedent and could possibly be handled 
administratively. 

Mr. Rivers. It didn’t occur to them that you are saving hundreds 
and hundreds and hundreds of thousands of dollars in training? 

Colonel Brackerr. That was pointed out to them. They pointed 
out it might be handled administratively. The Air Force was forced 
to delete this at the request of the Bureau of the Budget. We think 
it might be handled administratively with some ease in the Air Force 
Reserve, but it might be more difficult as pertains to the Air National 
Guard. 

General Srrauss. I think that is a fair explanation. 

Mr. Bray. Tama very strong supporter of the Bureau of the Budget 
on financial matters. But this is a typical example, and I fail to see 
any financial problem there. I think that they are greatly exceeding 
their authority to delve into something that has nothing to do with the 
budgetary problem and setting themselves up as experts on airplane 
pilots and the structural organization of the military. 

Colonel Brackerr. We have, of course, accepted their decision and 
have it under study for rejustification. 

Mr. Bray. I think it should be in the law, and I don’t think they 
have any justification for injecting their opinion on technical and 
military matters into this problem. 
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Mr. Rivers. I think your explanation is so good that we will over- 
rule the Bureau of the Budget and Defense and accept the change. 
We will leave it just as it is in H.R. 5083 as Mr. Bray suggested. 

Mr. SuatinsHEK. Clause 48: 


Section 8494 is amended by adding the following new sentence at the end 
thereof : 
“However, a Reserve commissioned officer who is selected for participation in a 
program under which he will be ordered to active duty for at least one academic 
year at a civilian school or college may, upon his request, be entered on that duty 
in a temporary grade that is lower than his Reserve grade, without affecting 
his Reserve grade.” 


Colonel Brackerr. This is identical to provisions that have been 
approved by the Army-and Navy in section 3494 on page 26 of this 
Ramseyer and section 5505, page 36, of the Ramseyer. It is to take 
care of our people who are in our Senior Medical School. 

Mr. Mrwor. One technical point. There is a misprint on line 6. 
The words there are “be entered on that duty.” It should be “order 
to that duty.” 

Mr. Rivers. Change that in the new bill when we introduce it. 

Mr. SiatrnsHeK. Yes, sir. 

Section 49: 


Section 8571(a) (3) is amended to read as follows: 
“(3) for a Reserve officer, precedes his date of entry on active duty by a 
period computed by adding— 

“(A) the years of service after June 30, 1955, while in his current Reserve 
grade or in any higher Reserve grade, that are credited to him under section 
1332(a)(2) of this title; 

“(B) the days and months of any part of the year preceding his date 
of entry on active duty, while in his current Reserve grade or in any higher 
Reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause (A), if under 
regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Air Force, his service 
during that part of a year was satisfactory ; 

“(C) the periods of active service, while in his current Reserve grade 
or in any higher Reserve grade, that are not credited to him under clause 
(A) or (B); 

“(D) the periods of service, while in his current Reserve grade or in any 
higher Reserve grade, that he has performed under section 502, 503, 504, 
or 505, of title 32, and that are not credited to him under clause (A) or 
(B); and 

“(E) one day for each point for drill or equivalent instruction after 
June 30, 1955, while in his current Reserve grade or in any higher Reserve 
grade, that is credited to him under section 1332(a)(2)(B) of this title 
and not credited to him under clause (A) or (B).” 


Colonel Brackerr. This is identical to section 3571, which is on 
page 27 of this Ramseyer which was passed by this committee, ap- 
proved by this committee. It has to do with equating the proper 
date of rank of all officers when they are called to active duty. I tes- 
tified to it in some detail in regard to section 3571. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. Stattnsuek. Clause 50; 

Section 8819(a) is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Except as provided by sections 1005 and 1006 of this title, each second 
lieutenant of the Air Force Reserve shall, if he is found not qualified for pro- 
motion before he completes 3 years of service, computed under section 8360 of 
this title, in that grade be discharged from his Reserve appointment within 90 
days after completing that service.” 

Colonel Brackerr. This is a technical change. There is a con- 
siderable difference between 7325 and 5083 in this thing. The way it 
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came about is this: There are two sections to 8819. Section (a) per- 
tains to the promotion of second lieutenants in the Air Force Reserve 
and section (b) to second lieutenants in the Air National Guard. 
They came out different for some reason or other, so that in one in- 
stance under the current law an Air Reserve officer who fails of pro- 
motion to first lieutenant is discharged at the end of 3 years. An Air 
National Guard lieutenant is discharged at the end of 3 years and 90 
days. The Air Force proposed for the purpose of uniformity be- 
tween the Air Force Reserve lieutenant and the Air National Guard 
lieutenant that the time for the discharge of the Air Force Reserve 
officer be 3 years and 90 days. The Bureau of the Budget felt that 
if you were going to make it uniform, with which they agreed, they 
ought to change the amendment to section (b), which pertains to 
the National Guard, to remove the 90 days’ leeway and make it 3 
years for the National Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, we will leave in the 90 days. Is 
that what the committee wants? 

Mr. SuatmnsHek. On page 57, clause 51 of H.R. 5083, “Section 8841 
is repealed.” 

Colonel Brackerr. Clause 51 in 5083 repeals 8841. Clause 52 re- 
peals 8542, and in 7325 it reads: 

Sections 8841 and 8842 are repealed. 

It repeals both of them. This is identical to the repeals that were 
approved by this committee for sections 3841 and 3842 of the Army 
title, and it is for the purpose of removing the special discrimina- 
tory age elimination for nurses, medical specialists, and WAF’s. It 
makes it consistent with the Regulars and consistent with the Army. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr, StatrnsHek. Clauses 51 and 52 have been approved without 
objection. 

Section 53: 

Section 8844 is amended. 

Mr. Rivers. They are technical. 

Mr. SiatinsurKk. They are technical and conforming. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, let us give counsel the right to 
change those. We better read the next one. That is the top of 
page 53. 

Mr. SiatrnsueKk. Clause 53: 

Section 8844 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows “Sec. 8844. Age 62: Re- 
serve major generals, except those covered by section 8845 of this title’; and 

(B) by striking out the words “the Chief of the National Guard Bureau” 
and inserting the words “an officer covered by section 8845 of this title” in place 
thereof. 

Colonel Brackrerr. You almost have to read 8845 in context with 
this. 

Mr. Siattnsuexk. All right. 

Clause 54: 

Section 8845 is amended— 

(A) by amending the catchline to read as follows: “See. 8845. Age 64: Chief 
of National Guard Bureau; adjutants general” ; and 

(B) by inserting the words “adjutant general of a State, or Territory, Puerto 
Rico, the Canal Zone, or the District of Columbia” after the words “National 
Guard Bureau.” 
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Colonel Brackerr. This merely states that all major generals ex- 
cept the Chief of the National Guard Bureau and the adjutants gen- 
eral of the various States, and that is the amendment, may be re- 
tained to age 64. This will conform to something that has already 
been law. May be retained to age 64 unless otherwise attrited. 

General Srrauss. I would like to rephrase this for the record. Ac- 
tually all major generals are knocked out at 62. This provides that 
the Chief of the National Guard and the adjutant general of the State 
or Territory can be retained to age 64. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that what you said ? 

Colonel Bracxerr. I am sorry. That makes it uniform with the 
Army. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. 

Mr. Stattnsuek. Clause 55: 

Section 8847 is amended to read as follows: “Sec. 8847. Twenty-five years: 
female Reserve officers below lieutenant colonel, except those designated under 
section 8067(a)-—(d) or (g)-—(i) of this title: Air Force nurses and medical 
specialists. 

“(a) After June 30, 1965, each female commissioned officer, and each Air 
Force nurse or medical specialist, who is in an active status in a Reserve grade 
below lieutenant colonel, except an officer whose name is on a recommended list 
for promotion to that Reserve grade, shall, 30 days after he completes 25 years 
of service computed under section 8853 of this tithe— 

“(1) be transferred to the Retired Reserve, if he is qualified and applies 
therefor ; or 

(2) if he is not qualified or does not apply therefor, be discharged from 
his Reserve appointment. 

“(b) This section does not apply to female commissioned officers who are 
designated under section 8067 (a)—(d) or (g)—(i) of this title.” 

Colonel Bracxerr. This is identical to that approved by this com- 
mittee for 3847 for Army nurses, female officers. It provides that if 
they are below the grade of lieutenant colonel they will be discharged 
for 25 years. 

Mr. Rivers. We have acted on this 

Colonel Brackerr. With the exception that after June 30, 1965, 
which, I believe, the other amendment takes care of. 

Mr. Rivers. To make it consistent. 

Colonel Brackett. I think Mr. Slatinshek and Mr. Minor have 
worked out the necessary change. 

Mr. SitatinsHEK. That is correct. 

Mr. Rivers. The purpose of this is to make it consistent with what 
we have done heretofore in the bill. Go ahead, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SuatinsHeEK. Clause 56: 


Section 8848 is amended to read as follows 


Mr. Minor. This is the same—— 
Mr. SiatrnsHeK. We can dispense with that. 
Mr. Rivers. Let us go to page 60. Clause 57: 








Section 8849 is repealed. 
Colonel Brackett. Fifty-seven, fifty-eight, and fifty-nine are part 
of the package. 


Mr. Siatinsuex. Clause 58 again is concerned with the date. This 
will be taken care of 





General Strauss. There is more to that. 
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Mr. Minor. You would keep the part of it dealing with the adjutants 
general or assistant adjutants general. Delete that part dealing with 
the date. 

Mr. Rivers. We want to conform it with the Army title. That 
takes page 61. Just change the date there, Mr. Slatinshek. Then 
down at the bottom of page 61 

Colonel Brackerr. Clause 60 you have already adopted once for 
the Army and once for the Air Force. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection. That takes us to page 62. We 
have really perfecting things here now. 

Colonel Brackerr. The pattern was set when you worked on the 
Army part. 

Mr. SLatrinsHeK. Clause 61 was omitted by agreement in the Army 
National Guard title. This should be deleted from the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, it will be deleted. 

Mr. SLaTiInsHEK. Clause 62—— 

Mr. Minor. That is the same as the Army. 

Colonel Brackerr. Then we come to the Coast Guard. 

Mr. Rivers. We have come to the point where we consider the 

Mr. SiatrinsneK. The Coast Guard has some changes which have 
been recommended to title 14. Their language rather than being in 
title 10 is in 14. 

Colonel Boyer. Mr. Chairman, there is one that we mentioned in 
our statement that has not as yet been reconciled, and, that has to 
do with these Reserve officers on extended active duty, who the 28 
years of total service reaches them before they get their 20 years of 
Federal active duty. If you remember in our statement we pointed 
out that the Judge Advocate General of the Air Force has ruled they 
are going to be retained, and I understand the Army has given you a 
letter along that line. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. What do we need to do? 

Mr. Minor. This has been put in the record, both opinions. Mr. 
Slatinshek I think has the page number where it appears. They are 
on the record now as both opinions. 

Colonel Boyer. I want to be sure they are in the record. 

Mr. Rivers. Put those in the record, Mr. Slatinshek. You under- 
stand the problem. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes. 

Colonel Borer. When the committee report is written 

Mr. Rivers. It will be done. Do you understand that, Mr. Slatin- 
shek ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Let us have the Coast Guard. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. By way of introduction here I would like to 
say that heretofore when the Coast Guard appeared the committee 
requested that they furnish the committee with a copy of the report 
of their ad hoc committee as to their recommendations as they were 
submitted to the Treasury Department and the Bureau of the Budget 
for approval. The Coast Guard in compliance has their recommenda- 
tions. I have provided the members of the committee present with 
such an amendment. Here is one for you, Mr. Slatinshek. I would 
like to ask the Coast Guard to explain their amendment. 
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Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Commander. 

Should we read the rest of this bill before we take up the Coast 
Guard? I see something here about a Reserve officer, nurse or medical 
specialist. Why should we not finish that? The other things are tech- 
nical. I do not want to take the Coast Guard’s time, though. 

This thing about the nurses just makes it consistent; does it not, on 
page 67 ? 

Mr. Minor. Is that the Air Force section ? 

Mr. Suattnsuexk. Yes. 

Mr. Minor. That is a technical amendment to take care of some 
people who were inadvertently 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. I asked the rest of them, if they were not 
technical 

Colonel Brackerr. Section 8 I think should be discussed. 

Mr. Mrnor. Section 8 we would like to have deleted in view of the 
fact that we have put the opinions in the record. This could be han- 
dled administratively. We are afraid if this section were put in it 
would have reverse English. We would not like to have it in but I 
thought we were coming back to that later. ; 

Mr. Rivers. Why do we not accept that request by the Air Force, 
delete it, and, Mr. Slatinshek, when you write the new bill, if you find 
out it does not do what we think it will, make a perfecting amend- 
ment to the big committee on the floor, and you can introduce a new 
bill carrying out these things. 

Mr. StatinsHexK. Secretary Milton has testified they have this au- 
thority and the Air Force has provided us with an, opinion. 

Mr. Rivers. Do not introduce a bill until—do we prepare a bill 
before we go to the big committee or after ¢ 

Mr. Statrnsuex. Before. 

Mr. Rivers. I have to leave in not too many minutes. I would like 
to finish this bill. You go ahead, Commander. 

Commander Supn1x. Mr. Chairman, just as Mr. Chamberlain has 
stated, this is an exact copy of the recommendation that came out 
from the ad hoc committee that the Commandant appointed to study 
this problem. This was referred to the Treasury Department and the 
Bureau of the Budget and they did not approve it in this final form. 
Basically it provides three things: 

It provides first that the authorized number of officers, a great per- 
centage will be applied to the authorized number. I believe amend- 
ments previously have been adopted by this committee in the case of 
the Navy and Marine Corps applying their percentages to the author- 
ized number. That is the first part. 

Secondly it increases the percentage in the grade of commander 
from 314 to 6 percent, and reduces the grade percentages in the grade 
of lieutenant commander by the same amount, down to 2214 percent. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Does that not bring the Coast Guard more in 
line with the Navy than they have heretofore been ? 

Commander Supnix. Yes. The Navy has been authorized 7 per- 
cent in the grade of commander. 

Mr. Rivers. Why should we not make this that, then? 

Commander Supnik. It has been determined our requirements 
would be 6 percent. 

Mr. Rivers. The committee has gone on record as wanting to make 
all the services consistent, make the percentages as consistent as could 
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be done and not knock anything out of line in the relative positions. 
Do you understand, Colonel? That is what we set out to do, is it not, 
Mr. Slatinshek ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Commander Supnik. The third thing adds an attrition feature that 
we did not have before. Actually—I will explain it this way—we did 
have an attrition on a twice pass-over but since we promote in con- 
formance with the Regular service on a qualified basis, the two pass- 
over provision does not eliminate many people. We have actually 
borrowed from the Air Force over here a section which they have, 
except we have changed the language to conform with the language 
that we use in an attrition bill applying to Regular officers; we select 
people for retention rather than remove them. In other words, it 
is exactly the same as that. It provides that a man who has 20 years 
of satisfactory Federal service or at least 30 years of total service, if 
there is an excess number or if the number of these people are balking 
the orderly flow of promotion, the Secretary of the Department can 
convene boards to consider such of these members, and those for reten- 
tion and those that are not retained, not recommended for retention, 
will be transferred to the Retired Reserve qualified or discharged. 

Basically that is all there is to it. It is put in there for the purpose 
of allowing us to promote officers coming up with their running mates 
when we have a blockage or excessive number in any grade. 

Mr. Suatinsuek. The Coast Guard has no real attrition factor in 
their Reserve structure, although they have a selection board system 
and running mate system, but unlike the Navy, officers do not compete 
one against the other for a limited number of vacancies. They gen- 
erally speaking promote everyone 

Mr. Rivers. This makes it consistent with the way they operate in 
the Regular force, is that right ¢ 

Commander Supntk. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain, is that your understanding ¢ 

Mr. CHAmBerLAIN. Yes. I have nothing further to say other than 
that I share the views heretofore expressed by the chairman as far as 
the Coast Guard is concerned. 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection this change will be, Mr. Slatinshek, 
inserted at the proper place in the bill. 

Is that all the Coast Guard has to say / 

Commander Supnrk. Except there is one section too in the com- 
mittee print, page 63 

Mr. Rivers. What is that ? 

Colonel Brackett. That is in your bill. It is an identical amend- 
ment tothe Army, Navy, and Air Foree—— 

Mr. Rivers. It is a conforming change. Without objection, the bill 
will be reported to the full committee, Mr. Slatinshek. That will take 
you at least a week to finish this. 

Mr. SiatrnsueKk. I will have it ready next week. 

Mr. Rivers. Call in all hands you can. I would appreciate anybody 
helping who can. I particularly want the record to show my appre- 
ciation to everybody who participated. What about General Strauss ? 
That goes for all the associations, services, with particular emphasis 
on Colonel Brackett and Mr. Minor, Secretary Fridge, and the rest 
of you, Coloned Eggleton and Colonel Dickens and his successor from 
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Mr. Finucane’s office, Captain Greenbacker and the Coast Guard, and 
everybody who has stuck with us on this thing. I think we have a 
pretty good bill to go through the House with, the big committee and 
to the Senate. Should we get this thing through, next year, relatively 
few problems confronting us—— 

Colonel Brackerr. I would like to speak for everybody who sat 
here from day to day with you. We appreciate the honor and oppor- 
tunity of testifying before you. I think this has been probably one of 
the most openminded and Lnistletlgiable committees that it has been 
anybody’s privilege to testify before. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek has called my attention to the fact that 
another change has been recommended to existing law which would 
change from a calendar year basis to a fiscal year basis. The excused 
absences for active duty of Reserve members performing military 
service. 

It appears that at the present time Federal employees are authorized 
one leave of absence from duty without loss of pay, for the purpose of 
training for not more than 15 deve in any calendar year. 

Inasmuch as the armed services operate on a fiscal year basis, situa- 
tions arise, because of the limited availability of training duty oppor- 
tunity, in which a reservist or guardsman might not be able to take 
advantage of a training duty o 2 aheenns when it is afforded him. 

The proposed change, therefore, simply would conform the present 
law to be administrative programing of the Armed Forces and 
authorize this excused absence on a fiscal year basis rather than a 
calendar year basis. 

If there is no objection, I will authorize counsel to insert language 
to this effect in the committee bill. 


The change is approved. 


(Whereupon, at 11: 50 a.m., the committee was adjourned. ) 


O 








